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The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between students' 
perceptions of students dropping out of school and students returning to school as 
influenced by school curriculum, instructional practices, counselor support, parental 
involvement, family financial problems, and peer relationships, when controlling for the 
demographic variables of marital status, gender, age, and socioeconomic status. Since 
there is limited research on students dropping out and returning to school and since there 
is no comprehensive dropout program in the state or the city, this study was undertaken to 
discover the reasons students drop out and return to school in an effort to develop a 
dropout prevention model. 
A quantitative study utilizing the correlational research design was employed in 
this study. The procedure used to gather data was a questionnaire developed by the 
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researcher and Dr. Ganga Persaud (2001). The questionnaire was administered to a 
convenience sample of 252 students who had dropped out of school and returned to 
inner-city institutions to complete their education for a GED. These institutions included 
a GED center, a community school, Job Corps, and Literacy Action Incorporated. 
The significant findings revealed that students' negative feelings about dropping 
out of school were associated with their negative views about school curriculum, 
instructional practices, peer relationships, and gender as indicated by the correlation 
analysis. The t-test revealed that the mean score for females was higher than that for 
males. A one-way analysis of variance showed that the older students were the more 
likely they were to return to school. The factor analysis data showed that dropping out of 
school was loaded in Factor 2 with family financial problems and peer relationships. A 
stepwise multiple regression analysis revealed that the students' negative feelings about 
dropping out of school were explained only by undesirable peer relationships with a beta 
coefficient of .4785. As a result of the analysis of data, this study suggested that the only 
significant variable related to dropping out of school was explained by undesirable peer 
relationships when controlling for other selected variables. Conversely, students' feelings 
about returning to school were significantly and positively related to their older age, 
negatively by family financial problems, and positively by parental involvement 
respectively. Based on these findings, the conclusions suggested that planning for 
dropout prevention should begin with a plan for building and improving peer 
relationships. 
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School dropout has been an issue that has continuously generated tremendous 
concerns in American society. Among these concerns have been the increasing numbers 
of school dropouts and the costs of dropouts. Although some studies have revealed that 
the dropout rate has increased over the years, others have reported that the rates have 
decreased. During the 1950s and the 1960s, the overall dropout rate decreased from 40 to 
25 percent. By 1980, the dropout rate had been reduced from 60 to 16 percent (U.S. 
Bureau of the Census, 1985, as cited in Lakebrink,1989). Currently, the nationally 
estimated overall dropout rate has been estimated to be 25 percent. Malloy (1997) 
claimed that approximately one million students dropped out of school each year, and the 
estimated risk of students dropping out was one in seven. Further, Malloy (1997) 
purported that the dropout rate will continue to increase because of the expansion of poor 
school-age students from minority and single-parent families. Historically, among the 
minorities in urban schools, African Americans and Hispanics have been reported as 
having the highest dropout rates (Coley, 1995; Ekstrom, Goertz, Pollack, & Rock, 1986; 
McMillen, Kaufman, & Whitener, 1994; Schwartz, 1995; Wehlage & Rutter, 1986). 
Although dropout rates were high for African-American and Hispanic students, research 
revealed that American Indians and Alaska Natives have higher dropout rates than their 
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African-American and Hispanic counterparts, and Asian-American students have lower 
rates. Additionally, the dropout rates were higher in the cities, the west, and the south 
than in other locations (Office of Educational Research and Improvement, 1996). 
The cost of students dropping out of school has been both social and economical. 
According to Hepburn and White (1990), when a student has dropped out of school, his 
or her decision has affected society in regard to jobs, economics, industry, and welfare. 
Research revealed that youth who did not graduate from high school were more likely to 
be unemployed, receive lower wages when employed, request social services during their 
lifetimes, develop mental and physical problems, and become involved in criminal 
activity (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 1995). This study was 
undertaken to gain an understanding of students’ feelings about dropping out and 
returning to school as these feelings relate to school curriculum, instructional practices, 
peer relationships, counselor support, parental involvement, and family financial 
problems as well as the demographic variables of marital status, gender, age, 
socioeconomic status, and ethnicity. The identification of various variables affecting 
school dropout has continued to be prevalent in the literature (i.e., drug use, pregnancy, 
behavioral factors, school climate, race, and socioeconomic status). Numerous studies 
have been conducted about school-age students who do not attend school. According to 
Schwartz (1995), three percent of students did not complete fourth grade, twenty percent 
of students dropped out by eighth grade, and almost two-thirds of school-age students 
who dropped out left before tenth grade. 
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The number of dropouts might have been influenced by the definitions used to 
calculate the dropout rate. The U.S. Department of Education National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES) has identified from the research, three types of dropout rates: 
event rates, status rates, and cohort rates. The three rates were defined as follows: 
• event rates reflect the percentage of students who drop out in a single year 
without completing high school; 
• status rates reflect the percentage of the population in a given age range who 
have not finished high school or are not enrolled in school at one point in time; 
and 
• cohort rates reflect the percentage of a single group of students who drop out 
over time (Office of Educational Research and Improvement, 1996, p. 2). 
NCES indicated in its annual report the dropout rates for these three rates as 
follows: 
• The status dropout rate for 16- to 24-year olds declined from 14.6 percent in 
1972 to 11.0 percent in 1992 and 1993; 
• The event dropout rate for ages 15 through 24 in grades 10 through 12 has 
fallen from 6.1 percent in 1972 to 4.5 percent in 1993; and 
• The cohort rate [3] for students who were sophomores in 1980 and dropped out 
between grades 10 and 12 was 11.4 percent, while the cohort rate for a 
comparable group of 1990 sophomores was 6.2 percent (Office of Educational 
Research and Improvement, 1996, p. 2). 
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The status dropout rate for minority students in 1993 included the following: 
• 7.9 percent for Caucasian students, compared to 13.6 percent for African- 
American students and 27.5 percent for Hispanic students; and 
• 2.7 percent for students with a high family income level, compared to 23.9 
percent for students with a low income level (Office of Educational Research 
and Improvement, 1996, p. 2). 
There are numerous definitions for the term dropout stemming from variations in 
how students are measured as dropouts. According to Gaustad (1991), the definition of 
dropout varies with different states, districts, and schools. Some variations may have 
included students not returning after the summer, without follow up, or the lack of 
counting non-traditional students (i.e., early leavers who enter correctional institutions, 
GED programs, or college). The most basic definition of dropout is that given by Malloy 
(1997), who suggested that dropouts were “Youth who have failed to graduate from high 
school for any reason except death” (p. 6). 
A large urban school district’s Policy JOH (1987) defined a dropout as follows: 
A dropout is a person who enrolled in the school district and 
exited without completing a planned educational program for 
some reason other than death, and who did not transfer to another 
educational system or program (p. 1). 
This definition from the urban school district was different from that of the 
Georgia Department of Education (DOE). The DOE defined a dropout as a student who 
leaves school prior to graduating for any reason other than death, transfers to another 
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school, or participates in home study (State of Georgia Program Evaluation: Dropout 
Prevention Efforts. 1998). The state of Georgia has continued to require that students be 
counted as dropouts if they are enrolled in school in September but if they are not 
enrolled the following June, whereas the urban school district being studied has required 
that students be counted as dropouts if they are enrolled in school by October but if they 
are not enrolled the following October (i.e. students are counted from fall to fall). 
Since there were variations in the definition of a dropout from school system to 
school system, it was difficult to determine in some cases who was a dropout. Some 
students have dropped out of one school system and entered another; and there was no 
monitoring system available to track these students. Regardless of these problems, the 
dropout problem continues, and the factors that contribute to students dropping out of 
school must be identified and studied in order to develop preventive measures. 
Rationale 
In an effort to lower the dropout rate, the urban school district’s Department of 
Research and Evaluation submitted a proposal for the Dropout Prevention Collaborative 
to the Ford Foundation in 1986 and received a grant to investigate the dropout problem. 
Each year since the 1987-1988 school year, the urban school district has collected 
statistical data on the dropout rate. In response to these statistics, several programs were 
developed under the Collaborative, which were augmented by the Community Evening 
School, the Downtown Learning Center, and Cities-in-Schools. Among these were 
Positive Directions, which targeted middle school students, the Teen Parent Program, and 
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the Pilot PIC Dropout Program (Jonas, 1987). However, the Collaborative was 
eliminated in the early 1990s. Because of the reduction in external funding, Thompson 
(1993) recommended that the school system institute a system-wide and system-funded 
dropout/recovery program that would include training of teachers and administrators to 
“recognize, counsel, and redirect potential dropouts” (p. 36). Currently, a need has 
resurfaced for a comprehensive dropout prevention program in the urban district because 
of the increase in dropouts, limitations for employment of high school dropouts, the 
social stigma attached to the dropout, and a reduction in opportunities for dropout 
participation in society as well as the tendency of dropouts to engage in more unlawful 
activities than non-dropouts. 
Although alternative programs have been developed, they have not had a 
significant or long-term impact on the dropout rate. Since many students were continuing 
to drop out of school in large numbers and since the alternative schools were rapidly 
becoming overcrowded, other measures (i.e., early prevention/policies) must be 
established to prevent students from dropping out. Too many existing programs deal 
mainly with dropouts “after the fact,” rather than prevention and intervention emerging 
from a research-based program. 
Several studies have focused on educators’ perceptions of factors contributing to 
school dropout, but there has been limited research in regard to the perceptions of 
individual dropouts who later reentered educational institutions and their 
recommendations for preventing other youth from dropping out of school. Only the 
Collaborative study and a qualitative study conducted by Jamison (1996) were found in 
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regard to dropouts in the urban school district. Limited research on dropout prevention in 
an urban setting supported the significance of this study. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine the extent to which selected variables 
such as school, family, and personal factors cited in the literature (Coley, 1995; Ekstrom 
et al., 1986; Lagana, 1998; Rumberger, 1995; Wehlage & Rutter, 1986) contributed to 
school dropout as perceived by dropouts themselves. More specifically, research 
indicated that demographics, economics, school, family, individual or peer-related factors 
were reasons students dropped out of school. According to Ekstrom et al. (1986) and 
Rumberger (1995), school factors such as curriculum including lower-level courses, low 
academic achievement, and tracking; family background including poverty, single parent, 
educational level, parental involvement; and personal factors such as pregnancy, 
marriage, and peer pressure were major contributing predictors to school dropout. 
Additional factors such as marital status, gender, age, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status 
were identified in the literature as predictors of school dropouts (Dryfoos, 1991; Ekstrom 
et al., 1986; Franklin & Streeter, 1991). Fine (1986) reported that behavior problems 
often preceded dropping out. Additionally, ethnographic studies revealed that students 
with severe behavior problems may be pushed out or expelled from school. The 
discovery of the factors that contributed to school dropout and the motivational factors 
that caused students to return in relations to the literature have implications for prevention 
and intervention programs. These programs are needed to provide potential dropouts 
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with the necessary resources to complete their education. First, this study focused on the 
issues of why students dropped out of school, why they reentered educational institutions, 
and how to prevent school dropout. Secondly, the school, family, and personal factors 
that influenced students to drop out of school and the motivational factors that caused 
students to return to educational institutions were investigated. Lastly, a model for a 
prevention program was developed based on the findings. 
Background of the Problem 
Major research on dropouts began as a result of A Nation at Risk, a published 
report in 1983 by the National Commission on Excellence in Education, which focused 
on how the nation’s schools were placing students at risk of failure by not preparing them 
for the future. The report offered guidelines for achieving excellence in the schools 
(Ingles, 1999). As a result of this publication, the Goals 2000 evolved. President Bush 
and the National Governors’ Association established a collaborative agenda that would 
improve the nation’s schools by the year 2000. The establishment of six national goals 
and 21 objectives were included in their educational agenda. A major goal was to 
increase the high school graduation rate to 90 percent by the year 2000 and the objective 
was to decrease the dropout rate to 75 percent by the year 2000 and eliminate the gap 
between minority and white student completion rates (Goals 2000: The Educate America 
Act). Although these national goals were established and later changed to America 2000 
with the addition of two national education goals, the dropout rate and the completion 
rate for high school students have continued to be major issues in the research. 
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The majority of the research was based on large national databases such as High 
School and Beyond (HS&B), National Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS: 88), and 
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Of these three, the HS&B database 
(study conducted in 1983 by the Educational Testing Service of Princeton, New Jersey) 
was the most commonly cited in the literature (as cited in Ingle, 1999). The HS&B was 
the first comprehensive study focusing on dropout issues and school related factors. It 
provided nationally representative longitudinal data on tenth-grade students attending 
public and private high schools in the United States during the 1980s. The research 
methods included the administrations of surveys and standardized achievement tests to a 
stratified random sample of approximately 30,000 sophomores attending 1,100 high 
schools. Two years later, surveys were administered to students who graduated and those 
who dropped out (National Center for Educational Statistics, 1980). The investigation 
described the majority of the student dropouts as minority males with low academic 
levels, excessive absenteeism, and drug use (Ingle, 1999). 
The National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS: 88) extended the 
development of the database on the characteristics, consequences, and issues involved in 
the dropout crisis (Coley, 1995). The study surveyed more than 20,000 eighth-grade 
students, including their parents, teachers, and principals in regard to characteristics of the 
school, classroom instructional practices, and family and home experiences. 
Characteristics such as age, sex, race, and socioeconomic status were included. Follow¬ 
up surveys were conducted in two-year intervals when students were in the tenth and 
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twelfth grades. This study provided baseline data for future dropouts since students were 
surveyed in the eighth grade (U.S. Department of Education, 1990). 
Research has focused on the characteristics of dropouts such as school factors, 
family factors, and personal factors. The most common reasons cited by students for 
dropping out of school included school factors such as low grades, dislike of school 
and/or teachers, and disciplinary problems (Coley, 1995; Ekstrom et al., 1986; 
Rumberger, 1995; Schwartz, 1995; Wehlage & Rutter, 1986); family factors included 
living in poverty, single-parent homes with little educational support, and family size 
(Ekstrom et ah, 1986; Rumberger, 1995); and personal factors such as working, 
pregnancy, marriage, peer influence, and drug or alcohol problems (Coley, 1995; Ekstrom 
et ah, 1986; Rumberger, 1995; Schwartz, 1995). 
NCES has consistently published an annual report of dropout and completion 
rates over time. Nationally, research has shown that the trend in dropouts has decreased 
over the past twenty years. Dropout rates ranging in ages sixteen to twenty-four years old 
(including GED recipients) indicated that improvements have been made. Regardless of 
when students dropped out of school, they were included in this dropout rate. During the 
years of 1979 and 1989, the dropout rate decreased from 14.6 percent to 12.6 percent. 
The dropout rate for 1999 (11.2) was lower than the rate for 1989 (12.6 percent) (National 
Center for Educational Statistics, 2000). 
The results for high school completion rates are displayed in Table 1. The 
completion rate for high school students age seventeen and above reached its peak in 
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Table 1 







Graduates as A 
Percent of 
17-Year-Olds 
1976-77 4,272 3,152 73.8 
1978-79 4,327 3,101 71.7 
1981-82 4,134 2,995 72.4 
1983-84 3,784 2,767 73.1 
1985-86 3,670 2,643 72.0 
1986-87 3,754 2,694 71.8 
1987-88 3,849 2,773 72.1 
1988-89 3,842 2,727 71.0 
1989-90 3,505 2,586 73.8 
1990-91 3,421 2,503 73.2 
1991-92 3,391 2,482 73.2 
1992-93 3,447 2,490 72.2 
1993-94 3,459 2,479 71.7 
1994-95 3,588 2,538 70.7 
1995-96 3,641 2,540 69.8 
1996-97 3,773 2,608 69.1 
1997-98 3,930 2,708 68.9 
1998-99* 3,948 2,786 70.6 
* Preliminary Data 
Note. From National Center for Education Statistics. (1999). Mini-Digest of Education 
Statistics. U.S. Department of Education Research and Improvement. 
1976-1977 with approximately 3.2 million students graduating from high school. The 
following years revealed fluctuations in the number of student completions. There was a 
decrease in the number of seventeen year-old graduates in the 1970s; a slight increase in 
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the 1980s, and a slight decrease in the 1990s (NCES: Mini-Digest of Education Statistics. 
19991. 
Although 71 percent of students graduated from high school, the actual 
completion rate was higher because of students graduating from alternative schools, night 
schools, and General Educational Development (GED) programs. According to research, 
approximately 83 percent of all 25-to 29-year-olds completed high school or its 
equivalent in 1998 (NCES: Mini-Digest of Education Statistics. 19991. 
The state of Georgia has undertaken the task of publishing an annual Report Card, 
which consists of dropout rates. The goal has been to reduce the number of students who 
drop out before graduation. The state focused on the dropout problem through its dropout 
prevention efforts, which included programs such as At-Risk Summer School, pre- 
Kindergarten, Remedial Summer School, Event Start, Title I, and Single Parents. These 
programs were designed to assist students who have significant academic, behavioral, 
attendance, and personal problems (i.e., teenage parents) limited English skills, and low 
socioeconomic background. Although the dropout prevention efforts targeted at-risk 
students, the state has not developed a Dropout Prevention Program. There was neither a 
dropout prevention coordinator nor a dropout prevention unit. In 1998, an audit 
conducted by the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) led to a major 
recommendation that the Department of Education develop a comprehensive dropout 
prevention program through the adoption of a unified state dropout prevention plan (State 
of Georgia Program Evaluation: Dropout Prevention Efforts. 1998). Further, SREB 
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recommended that local school districts be required to devise prevention plans for 
students at risk of dropping out of school. 
Approximately 28,000 students dropped out of Georgia high schools between the 
years 1993 and 1997. The dropout rate in the state ranged from 7.8 percent in 1992-1993 
to 9.0 percent in 1994-1995. According to the National Center for Education Statistics 
(NCES), the dropout rate for 1994-1995 was the second highest among 29 states that 
adhered to NCES guidelines. Additional reports revealed that approximately 68 percent 
of the students who entered ninth grade, actually completed high school four years later. 
The completion rate for 1997 ranged from 44 percent to 92 percent for the 173 school 
systems, with 99 school systems having less than 68 percent completion rates (State of 
Georgia Program Evaluation: Dropout Prevention Efforts. 19981. According to the 
Georgia Public Education Report Card (1996-1999), the completion rate for students who 
entered grade nine in 1994 and graduated in 1998 increased to 68.4 percent, and those 
who entered grade nine in 1995 and graduated in 1999 increased to 68.9 percent. The 
data for the four-year cohort dropout rate for the urban school district are displayed in 
Table 2. 
The urban school district’s Four-Year Dropout Report. 1995-96 to 1998-99 
(2000), provided statistics on dropouts by schools, grades, race, gender, and ethnicity. A 
twelve-year trend for student dropouts in grades nine through twelve showed that the 
percentage declined by nine points from 21 percent in 1988-1989 to 12 percent in 1998- 
99. However, the four-year cohort rate reported 36 percent dropouts in 1996 and 38 
percent in 1999 (a two percentage point difference). A comparison of student 
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1996 5,538 1,243 272 10 2,029 1,984 36% 
1997 5,766 1,359 300 11 1,863 2,226 39% 
1998 6,182 1,609 303 7 1,896 2.367 38% 
1999 6,034 1,680 282 6 1,770 2,287 38% 
completions and student dropouts revealed that less students dropped out in 1996 (1,984) 
than those graduating (2,029). However, the dropout rate increased to 2,287 in 1999, and 
the student completion rate decreased to 1,770. The data for students’ reasons for 
dropping out of school are presented in Table 3. 
Table 3 










Medical 6 3 5 5 
Married 1 1 1 1 
Pregnant 31 17 30 32 
Nonattendance 402 560 467 493 
Work 209 105 85 95 
Expulsion 29 61 39 37 
Unknown 1,268 1,057 851 997 
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Left City 176 79 83 99 
Left State 17 10 9 12 
Total Dropout 2,139 1,893 1,669 1,772 
N 15,617 15,114 14,753 14,392 
Dropout Rate 14% 13% 11% 12% 
The four-year report included reasons for students dropping out of school ranging 
from medical reasons, marriage, pregnancy, nonattendance, work, expulsion, to unknown, 
left city, and left state. Among the findings, the most frequently stated reasons for 
dropping out of school were “unknown” and “nonattendance” (Four-Year Dropout 
Report. 1995-96 to 1998-99. 2000, p.5). Although this urban school district began 
collecting data in 1986-1987 on the reasons students dropped out of school, this study 
included a four-year trend from 1995 to 1999 (see Table 3). Consequently, this lack of 
attendance was the major reason the urban schools have focused on attendance. The 
urban school district has provided a report of the number and percentages of students 
absent ten or more days per grade level, and guidelines have been developed in each 
school for the improvement of attendance problems. 
While this information was relevant to school dropout, valuable information and 
insights can be gained by focusing on the perceptions of students who actually dropped 
out of school and reentered. These students were more familiar with their surroundings 
and could provide pertinent information about the dropout issue. 
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Statement of the Problem 
There was a substantial, available database on school dropouts. However, this has 
not lessened the number of students who leave school before graduating. Regardless of 
the number of studies that have been conducted, the linkage between what students need 
to be successful and what caused them to drop out has not been established. 
Comprehensive programs and interventions that meet the needs of the students who 
are at risk of dropping out have not been effectively developed (Ingle, 1999). 
Reasons cited in the literature for students dropping out and returning to school 
helped to form the development of prevention and intervention strategies/programs to 
prevent school dropouts. Research also provided findings that suggest the focus should 
be on reasons why students dropped out of school in an effort to develop effective 
alternative interventions (Blyth, 1991; Malloy, 1997; Schwartz, 1995). Researchers 
« 
further implied that educators should design programs with an emphasis on the 
worldview of the student (Blyth, 1991; Malloy, 1997; Weir, 1997). 
Research in regard to the urban school district in this study revealed that school 
dropout is a major problem and that a comprehensive dropout prevention program is not 
available. Dropout rates ranged from 21 percent to 12 percent in the 1980s and the 
1990s, and reasons for students dropping out ranged from medical to left state as 
discussed in Chapter I. Since data in the urban school district showed fluctuations in the 
dropout rates over the years and variations in the reasons for students dropping out of 
school, programs focusing on the worldview of the student could help to prepare 
educational alternatives that fit the individual psychologically and physically in order to 
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decrease the dropout rate. This type of preventive program was advocated by Arons and 
Schwartz (1993) in their interdisciplinary co-leadership model. The research-supported 
focus on the worldview of the student as critical to the intervention is central to the 
problem of this study, which is stated as follows: The problem in this study was to 
determine if there is a significant relationship between dropouts’ perceptions of selected 
school, family, personal, and demographic variables and students dropping out and 
returning to school. 
Significance of Study 
This study was particularly significant because it provided personal views of 
students who actually dropped out of school and reentered educational institutions to 
resume their schooling. Valuable insights into their reasons for dropping out and 
returning to school were gained. Additionally, this research was significant in adding to 
the body of knowledge that is currently available on dropouts. It provided a framework 
for designing an intervention and preventive program that will be beneficial to the 
following: (1) urban school personnel who are charged with the task of preventing school 
dropouts, (2) school counselors who must provide guidance to potential dropouts, 
(3) parents and other significant adults who are related to potential dropouts, (4) students 
who are potential dropouts, and (5) researchers who are studying the dropout problem. 
Jamison (1996) pointed out that there were factors yet to be identified and addressed in 
the dropout culture, since students continued to drop out even though research has 
identified common characteristics. Focusing on the worldview of the student could 
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provide insights as to why students dropped out of school reported Malloy (1997). 
Opinions could directly lead to approaches that will assist schools in preparing policy and 
preventive programs to effectively address the dropout problem. Rumberger (1995) 
recommended that schools establish policies that relate directly to early school 
withdrawal-policies in regard to grade retention, transfer, discipline, and tracking. 
Malloy (1997) asserted that these factors should not be addressed in isolation, because 
they will result in the manifestation of the dropout problem. 
Another significant aspect of the study was in the area of social economy. 
Preventing students from dropping out of school would provide society with significant 
benefits. In order to create programs that encourage potential dropouts to graduate, it is 
important to understand the factors that influenced students’ decisions to leave school 
prior to graduation. Identifying various competencies and supports that high-risk youth 
need to graduate could inform prevention and intervention efforts and thereby benefit 
both individuals and society. 
More important, the results of this study were used to design a model for 
preventing both middle school and high school dropouts. Research findings indicated 
that dropout prevention must start in middle school and perhaps as early as the elementary 
grades. Weir (1996) has reported that there is a lack of dropout prevention programs at 
the middle school level, where students begin experiencing school, family, and personal 
adjustment problems. Middle school is a critical juncture for students as they try to adjust 
to the varying changes in their personal and academic lives. Furthermore, this research 
will be beneficial to the state of Georgia as a potential prototype for comprehensive 
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dropout prevention programs. Lastly, the results of this study will be helpful for teacher 
preparation programs in colleges/universities and staff development programs in school 
districts to make dropout prevention a school-wide priority. 
Research Questions 
This study addressed the following research questions: 
1. Is there a relationship between reasons for students dropping out 
of school and students returning to school as perceived by dropouts? 
2. Is there a relationship between students dropping out of school and 
school curriculum as perceived by dropouts? 
3. Is there a relationship between students dropping out of school and 
instructional practices as perceived by dropouts? 
4. Is there a relationship between students dropping out of school and 
peer relationships as perceived by dropouts? 
5. Is there a relationship between students dropping out of school and 
counselor support as perceived by dropouts? 
6. Is there a relationship between students dropping out of school and 
parental involvement as perceived by dropouts? 
7. Is there a relationship between students dropping out of school and 
family financial problems as perceived by dropouts? 
8. Is there a relationship between students dropping out of school and 
marital status as perceived by dropouts? 
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9. Is there a relationship between students dropping out of school and 
gender as perceived by dropouts? 
10. Is there a relationship between students dropping out of school and age 
as perceived by dropouts? 
11. Is there a relationship between students dropping out of school and 
socioeconomic status as perceived by dropouts? 
12. Is there a relationship between students dropping out of school and 
ethnicity as perceived by dropouts? 
13. Is there a relationship between students returning to school and 
school curriculum as perceived by dropouts? 
14. Is there a relationship between students returning to school and 
instructional practices as perceived by dropouts? 
15. Is there a relationship between students returning to school and 
peer relationships as perceived by dropouts? 
16. Is there a relationship between students returning to school and 
counselor support as perceived by dropouts? 
17. Is there a relationship between students returning to school and 
parental involvement as perceived by dropouts? 
18. Is there a relationship between students returning to school and 
family financial problems as perceived by dropouts? 
19. Is there a relationship between students returning to school and 
marital status as perceived by dropouts? 
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20. Is there a relationship between students returning to school and 
gender as perceived by dropouts? 
21. Is there a relationship between students returning to school and age 
as perceived by dropouts? 
22. Is there a relationship between students returning to school and 
socioeconomic status as perceived by dropouts? 
23. Is there a relationship between students returning to school and 
ethnicity as perceived by dropouts? 
Summary 
The dropout problem has persisted for many years, but the increasing numbers 
and costs of students dropping out of school have created major concerns among 
educators and policymakers. Only recently have the public school systems focused 
seriously on this issue. Currently, statistical data on dropouts are provided on the national 
level and by state and local districts. Although these data are provided, no 
comprehensive dropout programs exist in this state or on the local level. In an effort to 
develop a model to prevent school dropout, this study attempted to determine the reasons 
students dropped out and returned to school. The review of literature is discussed in 
Chapter II. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
An array of articles, books, and studies has been written in regard to the issue of 
school dropout. Some studies have been categorized as empirical while others have been 
identified as conceptual literature. The empirical studies consisted of practical 
experiments while the conceptual literature included information on policy, theory, and 
reviews of literature. This study included both. 
The review of literature included research on school dropout and on selected 
variables related to the perceptions of student dropouts. The research studies included 
have focused on students dropping out of school and on students returning to school as 
the dependent variables. Independent variables included educational factors such as 
school curriculum, instructional practices, and counseling support; family factors include 
parental involvement and family financial problems; and personal factors such as peer 
relationships and the demographic variables of marital status, age, gender, ethnicity, and 
socioeconomic status. The literature reviewed is presented under the headings: Incidence 
of Student Dropouts, Factors Contributing to Dropouts, Factors Effecting Reenrollment, 
and Dropout Prevention Programs and Strategies. 
22 
23 
Incidence of Student Dropouts 
A standard measurement for dropout rates has not been developed as discussed in 
Chapter I. This has created difficulty in determining a precise definition of who actually 
is a dropout. National, state, and local levels have their own means of calculating who is 
a dropout, and this has created inaccurate statistics in the measurements. Although there 
is no standard definition for dropout, several attempts have been made toward 
standardization. One such attempt was made by the Common Core of Data (CCD), 
which collects data on state level high schools and completion rates from the National 
Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The CCD is a national database consisting of 
elementary and secondary public schools and school districts. CCD surveys (including a 
dropout component added in 1991) are completed each year by the State Education 
Agencies (SEAs). States voluntarily participate and some do not adhere to the CCD 
dropout definition, which has affected the results of the CCD dropout data. As a result, 
dropout rates for states adhering to the CCD definition are published by NCES and 
dropout data for those states that utilize nonconforming practices are suppressed 
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2000). 
The CCD offered the following definition for dropout: 
A dropout is an individual who: 
1. Was enrolled in school at some time during the previous school year and 
was not enrolled on October 1 of the current school year. 
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2. Was not enrolled on October 1 of the previous school year although 
expected to be in membership (i.e., was not reported as a dropout the 
year before). 
3. Has not graduated from high school or completed a state- or district- 
approved educational program. 
4. Does not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions: 
i. Transfer to another public school district, private school, or state- or 
district-approved education program. 
ii. Temporary school-recognized absence due to suspension or illness. 
iii. Death (National Center for Education Statistics, 2000, p. A-l). 
The CCD further provided the following definitions for purposes of applying this 
dropout definition: 
School year is the 12-month period beginning on October 1 and ending 
September 30. Thus, it includes the summer following the regular school 
year. 
School completer is an individual who has graduated from high school or 
completed some other education program that is approved by the state or 
local education agency. 
Students who completed a school year and failed to return to school in the 
subsequent year were counted as dropouts from the grade and school year 
for which they failed to enroll. 
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The event dropout rate was calculated as the number of dropouts for a given 
school year divided by membership on October 1 of that school year (National Center for 
Education Statistics, 2000, p. A-l). 
The CCD high school completion count section on the Local Education Agency 
Universe Survey included these three categories: “regular diploma recipients, other 
recipients, and other high school completers” (p. A-l). These counts were reported at the 
end of the school year and at the end of summer before the beginning of that school year. 
While the CCD report addressed the problem of counting dropouts in the regular 
education program, it did mention that it counted all GED students as dropouts unless 
they were counted and tracked by the school district. However, this report did not 
mention the counting of students in the special education program. 
Research in the area of special education students dropping out of school was 
extremely limited (Jay & Padilla, 1990). The U.S. Department of Education’s Office of 
Special Education Programs reported that 27.4 percent of all special education students 
dropped out of school (as cited in MacMillan, 1991). An examination of the national data 
revealed that states differed in their policies and procedures for classifying a special 
education student who dropped out of school. More specifically, states varied in how 
they have awarded certificates and diplomas to students in the special education program. 
Some states awarded certificates of attendance or alternative diplomas while others did 
not. According to MacMillan (1991), “Such variations in policy and accounting 
procedures greatly confuse any attempt to estimate the magnitude of the dropout problem 
among special education students” (p. 4). 
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The limited research on special education students who dropped out of school 
revealed similar results: dropouts were mostly Hispanic males with poor grades, low test 
scores, low socioeconomic status, who experienced disciplinary and absentee problems 
(Owings & Stocking, 1985; Wagner, 1989). The Owings and Stocking study showed that 
the dropout rate for special education students was 37 percent, which was three times the 
rate of student dropouts in the regular school program. 
Lagana (1998) posited that the national dropout rate was estimated to be 25 
percent. She conducted a study that compared three groups of adolescents who were at 
risk of dropping out of school. The three groups were comprised of inner city, low- 
income African-American students who (1) participated in the mainstream school 
program (91), (2) the at risk-program (78), and (3) the alternative evening program (25) at 
the same high school. In an effort to design a model to discriminate among the groups, 
the study examined family variables and social support variables utilizing the Family 
Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scale (FACE) and a questionnaire. The findings 
revealed that the at-risk students could be discriminated from those in the mainstream and 
alternative programs by age, grade retention, parental responsibilities, grade-point 
average, and family background. 
Schwartz (1995) presented data that indicated a decline in the overall dropout rate. 
The research revealed that approximately 381,000 students dropped out of school in 
1993. This dropout rate included two-thirds students who dropped out prior to tenth 
grade, twenty percent by eighth grade, and three percent prior to or during fourth grade. 
Additionally, there was evidence of a higher rate of dropouts among Hispanics and 
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African Americans than Asian Americans and Caucasian students (Coley, 1995; 
McMillen, Kaufman, & Whitener, 1994; Schwartz, 1995). Schwartz postulated that the 
dropout rate has remained high in large urban districts, although a slight decrease has 
occurred in recent years. Additionally, the study revealed that almost half the heads-of- 
households and the majority of prison populations were high school dropouts. More 
importantly, the researcher articulated a commonality of characteristics found among 
dropouts as follows: (1) Marital Status and Parenthood, (2) School and Home Stability, 
(3) School Experiences, and (4) Attitudes and Expectations. 
Furthermore, Schwartz (1995) revealed that among the reasons for dropping out 
of school were expressed by students as follows: dislike of school, poor grades, grade 
retention, special programs, poor attendance, discipline problems, suspension, substance 
abuse or alcohol problem, or personal problems such as having to work, becoming 
pregnant, and taking care of a family. Similarly, Malloy (1997) pointed out that these 
factors can have an effect on students dropping out of school. Moreover, Malloy 
purported that these effects should be reversed to reflect the view of the world of the 
student. Similarly, Blyth (1991) alluded to this worldview concept and asserted that 
successful prevention initiatives should respond to the entire life of the student. 
Additionally, Blyth indicated that suspension often leads to dropout. 
More important, Schwartz (1995) indicated that 39 percent of the dropouts 
reported that the most frequent intervention was attempts by school personnel to talk a 
student into staying in school. The study listed several offers by the school personnel and 
the families of the students as follows: (1) help with personal problems, (2) counseling, 
(3) help with making up school assignments, (4) special tutoring, and (5) special 
placement. 
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Factors Contributing to Dropouts 
Blackman-Vercher (1997) documented the perceptions of students regarding 
factors that contributed to their dropping out or being pushed out of high school in South 
Central Los Angeles (SCLA). The purpose of this study was to identify characteristics 
that fit the profile of a SCLA student or a dropout/push-out. The sample included 51 
seniors who had completed requirements for graduation and 45 dropout/push-outs 
enrolled in two Juvenile Court Community Schools. A student questionnaire was utilized 
as the instrument and showed results in student similarities such as demographics, 
lifestyle, and family support. The study also revealed 23 differences in 53 comparisons 
pertaining to gender, reading ability, retention, discipline, and attendance. 
Rumberger and Thomas (2000) collected data from the National Education 
Longitudinal Study High School Effectiveness Study and from nonlinear multilevel 
modeling for the purpose of studying the distributions of dropout and turnover rates in 
urban and suburban high school in the United States. The findings indicated a significant 
variability in the dropout and turnover rates affected by student characteristics, student 
composition, school resources, and school processes. 
Research on dropouts has identified poor academic achievement and behavior 
problems as related factors that contribute to student dropout. According to Wells 
(1990), poor academic achievement can be measured by grades, test scores, and grade 
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retention. When students perform poorly in school, it is reflected in their academic 
grades and in their standardized test scores. These problems can be detected as potential 
dropout factors early in elementary and middle schools. Research studies have provided 
results indicating that students with low academic performance in elementary school were 
predictors of dropouts before they reached eleventh or twelfth grade. Cairns, Caims, and 
Neckerman (1989) found that students in the eleventh grade who were most likely to drop 
out, had exhibited poor academic performance and poor behavior problems. Similarly, 
Ensminger and Slusarcick (1992) found that urban African-American students who had 
poor grades and behavioral problems in the first grade were predictors of dropouts by 
twelfth grade. 
Wells (1990) pointed out such cognitive characteristics as low IQ scores, low 
achievement scores, and high retention of at-risk youth contribute to dropouts. These 
students have a tendency to perform on the lowest quartiles in reading and mathematics 
on nationally standardized tests. 
Low attendance has been cited as a major factor of student dropouts. 
Absenteeism, class cutting, tardiness, and truancy contributed to low attendance of 
students. School officials, social workers, or juvenile authorities have often disciplined 
students in these situations. Consequently, these disciplinary actions often resulted in 
suspension. Wells (1990) pointed out that most of these discipline problems can be 
observed from elementary school, especially attendance. Students set a pattern of being 
absent then, and it continued throughout their schooling. Research on attendance 
revealed that students with excessive absences, tardiness, cuts, and suspensions were at a 
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higher risk of dropping out of school than students who did not have these problems 
(Ekstrom, Goertz, Pollack, & Rock, 1986). 
Bryk and Thum (1989) examined the effects of structural and normative features 
of schools on the probability of dropping out and absenteeism, which were strong 
predictors of students dropping out of school. The researchers utilized a subsample of the 
High School and Beyond (HS&B) database for their analyses, including questionnaire 
data from students and principals. The results showed that students were more likely to 
graduate from schools that emphasize academics, attendance, orderly social environment, 
and structure their academic programs to meet student differences. 
School Curriculum 
School curriculum has been one factor on which researchers have focused as 
having an effect on school dropout. Some studies indicated that the curriculum may 
influence students more than any other factors. According to research, courses that were 
taught in the school and the policies and procedures utilized for placing students in those 
courses have influenced student dropout. For example, tracking students into lower level 
courses has led directly to school dropout. “Grouping and tracking practices were 
designed to fit students to the lock-step curriculum so mass instruction could be 
efficiently delivered. Failure is evidence of the amount of poor fit” (Kronick & Hargis, 
1990, p.19). This study supported the contention that when students are placed in certain 
courses such as remedial reading and mathematics based on their ability, standardized 
tests scores and/or recommendations of teachers, the students are locked into those 
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courses for schooling. Weiner and Oakes (1996) asserted that research has demonstrated 
that tracking harmed poor and minority students because of the deprivation of valuable 
learning experiences. According to research, students learned less in lower tracks 
(Malloy, 1997). Consequently, many students dropped out of school. 
Instructional Practices 
Instructional practices of teachers have caused students to drop out of school as 
indicated by Houston, Byers, and Danner (1992). When students have not gained an 
understanding of various concepts in teacher delivery system, they become bored or 
disrupt class as attention seekers and eventually get suspended or expelled. Some 
students have dropped out on their own because they could no longer cope with school 
and the rules that teachers imposed on them. The lack of collaborative teamwork and 
strategies of teachers have influenced the decisions of students to dropout (Wells, 1990). 
Tilson (1999) conducted a study to determine whether elementary and junior high 
teachers could predict early student dropouts before their tenth grade year. The study 
analyzed background characteristics (family mobility), school performance (retention), 
achievement data (IQ, GPA), and teacher perceived characteristics of 46 eighth grade 
boys and 44 eighth grade girls who later became high school dropouts or persisters. A 
Pearson Product-Movement Correlation was utilized to determine the correlation between 
teacher prediction and actual dropout. Findings revealed that teacher prediction was a 
significant variable in predicting outcomes. 
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Counselor Support 
Counselor support has been noted as one of the missing factors for keeping a 
student in school. When students encountered disciplinary problems, they had a tendency 
to need someone with whom they could share their problems. The advice and guidance 
of an expert in the field of counseling has been absent. Jamison (1996) asserted that 
students were concerned about experiences involving lack of counseling in schools. The 
study indicated that if students had received proper counseling, school dropout might 
have been prevented. 
Siebs (1999) reported on the perceptions of 72 students who participated in a 
School With In A School Program entitled REACH. Participants were administered a 
survey about REACH as a dropout prevention program. Daily counseling was an 
important component of the program, as well as a small class size, five teachers, a 
counselor, and a psychologist. Results indicated that students could be more successful 
in improving academics, attendance, interest in school, outlook on the future, and chances 
of high school completion by participating in the REACH program. 
Parental Involvement 
Rumberger (1983) discovered that certain aspects of family background affected 
student dropouts. These aspects included parents’ education, family structure and size, 
and geographical location. Ekstrom et al. (1986) observed that the educational 
aspirations of the mother influenced the child, the number of study materials/aids in the 
home, parental involvement and nonschool learning opportunities were important. The 
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Gadwa and Griggs study (as cited in Lakebrink, 1989, p. 22), showed that the lack of 
parental support was one of the main reasons for students dropping out of school. 
Additionally, the level of education of the parents was a major factor. In cases where the 
parent dropped out of school, research showed that the children had a greater propensity 
for becoming dropouts. 
Fanner (1997) conducted a study to determine the relative fit of both Finn’s 
(1989) Participation-Identification and Wehlage, Rutter, Smith, Lesko and Fernandez’s 
(1989) School Membership models of high school completion to a sample of 4,597 eighth 
graders taken from the National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988, (NELS: 88), 
using structural equation modeling. Among the findings, the study confirmed that school 
environmental factors such as size, diversity of economic and ethnic status and family 
resources such as learning materials in the home and parental support/education were 
contributing factors to the educational engagement of students. 
Tilson ( 1999) utilized the chi-square test of independence to determine the 
relationship between family background characteristics and student dropout. Findings 
revealed that a significant relationship existed between background characteristics of 
those who drop out and those who do not. 
Peer Relationships 
Peer influence, another major factor, has impacted student dropout. According to 
Farmer and Payne (1992), “Youth groups meet an unmet need in a young person”(p. 28). 
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If a young person lacked recognition from his/her psychological development, joining a 
gang for recognition from peer members would likely be the result. 
Furthermore, poor peer relationships have affected students who were less 
fortunate than others. When a student has been harassed by others because of his/her 
home living conditions, physical size, or clothing, he/she will either withdraw or retaliate, 
thus, becoming a behavioral problem in school. These minor problems, which eventually 
escalated into major problems, lead to student dropout. 
Dixon (1998) examined the relationship between at-risk students and how their 
peers accepted or rejected them at school. There were 72 tenth- and eleventh-grade 
students, including fourteen at-risk students, in the sample. The findings revealed that a 
relationship exists between students at risk of dropping out and the outcomes of peer 
rejection. Dixon pointed out that the findings support the literature, which asserted that 
“the capabilities predictive of students’ academic success are not limited to specific 
academic skills but involve interpersonal competencies” (p. 1). 
Moreover, research indicated that negative school environment contributed to the 
decision of students to drop out (Pittman, 1991; Srebnick and Elias, 1993; Tanner, 1990). 
One environmental factor cited was peer relationships. More specifically, the National 
Association of School Social Workers (NASSW) reported “lack of positive, cooperative 
relationships between and among students” (as cited in Wells, 1990, p. 5) as one of 
several school-related factors influencing dropout. 
Jamison (1996) revealed that the challenges students face contribute to isolations 
or to following the wrong crowd. Some students refused to talk to anyone and others 
35 
chose to follow their friends in cutting classes, using drugs, and getting into trouble. 
Many females ended up pregnant because of influences of boyfriends. These problems 
resulted in students dropping out of school. 
Family Financial Problems 
Research indicated that one of the major problems contributing to school dropout 
was family financial problems. When parents were under stress because of financial 
problems, many did not cope and they took it out on the children. Children from stressful 
homes, often imitated parents, thus, leading to behavioral problems at school. Farmer 
and Payne (1992) suggested that parents who complained excessively about financial 
problems placed family members under pressure. The undue stress has created 
discontentment and conflicts in the family, which led to unfair treatment of children. 
When teenagers were targets of the conflicts, parents were viewed as being too unfair and 
overly controlling. Some teenagers fought back, created disciplinary problems in the 
school, or displayed a lack of academic performance in school according to Farmer and 
Payne. 
LeCompte and Dworkin (1991) reported that economic factors have impacted 
marriages and single families. People living in poverty, single heads of households, and 
unwed mothers have been affected by economic factors the most. The poverty rate for 
single heads of households has been approximately 50 percent since 1965, according to 




Frequently, students have dropped out of school to get married. This has been 
true especially of females who dropped out because of pregnancy. In 1992, about one- 
fifth of the dropouts were married, living as married, or divorced. Young women who 
married early, either within two months of leaving school or later, were much more likely 
to be high school dropouts than women aged 18-21 who had never married. Young 
women who had a child, either within nine months of leaving school or later were much 
more likely to be high school dropouts than women who never had a child (Coley, 1995). 
Gender 
Gender differences have been reasons for students dropping out of school 
(Kramer, 1998). Research indicated that females were at greater risk of dropping out of 
school than males. The reason was that girls get pregnant and when they have children, 
they often have to remain at home to provide childcare (LeCompte & Dworkin, 1991). 
Thus, attendance problems and other related school and family problems that interfere 
with attending school occurred. 
Fine and Zane (1989) postulated that the consequence of poor performance was 
far greater for girls than for boys because of unemployment. More specifically, girls who 
dropped out had a greater risk of being unemployed than boys. Additionally, if girls had 
been retained, there was a greater risk for dropping out than for boys (LeCompte & 
Dworkin, 1991). 
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West (1991) asserted that the female at-risk student has been faced with severe 
economic consequences because half of all families whose household was headed by a 
female dropout, lived in poverty. Several factors that put female students at risk of 
dropping out of school are delineated as follows: 
• Socialization: Girls are taught to be unassertive and to expect that a 
man will take financial care of them in the future. 
• Cognitive differences: The teaching structure of most classrooms 
reflects a bias toward the ways boys learn, placing girls at a 
disadvantage. 
• Teacher interaction: Teacher responses to students favor male 
academic development, confidence, and independence. 
• Curricular choices: Girls limit their potential by the courses they select. 
They also choose vocational training (as cited in West, 1991, p. 20). 
Age 
Research studies revealed that age was significantly related to dropping out of 
school. Frazier (1992) found that the number one predictor for dropping out of school 
was age. Being older than other students in a grade level, especially in high school, 
caused student embarrassment because of being behind peers. According to Ekstrom et 
al. (1986), students dropped out of school because they were bored, retained and/or 
behind in school for age. Students who were significantly older than class peers had a 
tendency to experience disciplinary problems, boredom and low self-esteem (Wells, 
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1990). Because of the age factor, students did not wish to attend classes with others who 
were younger. Consequently, cutting class has become a problem that is associated with 
age and dropping out of school. 
Socioeconomic Status 
Research revealed a correlation between socioeconomic status and dropout rates. 
Peng (1985) found that 1,980 sophomores from the lowest socioeconomic level had a 
dropout rate of 17 percent, whereas the highest socioeconomic level students had only 5 
percent. Sherraden (1986) showed that the percentage of Caucasians 14-17 year-old 
dropouts from poverty families with incomes of $10,000 or less was almost twice as high 
as all African-American students. Many times students from low socioeconomic status 
drop out because they have to work in order to help their families with the income. 
Rumberger (1995) conducted a study on a sample of 25, 000 students from 1,100 
public and private middle schools in the United States, utilizing data from the National 
Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS: 88). Questionnaires were administered to students in 
their eighth- and tenth-grade years, including those who had dropped out. Utilizing 
several statistical techniques (i.e. logistic regression analysis, univariate analysis), results 
indicated that students from low socioeconomic status are twice as likely to drop out of 
school as students from average socioeconomic status. 
Ethnicity 
Minority status has affected student dropout behavior. Kramer (1998) collected 
data from the National Educational Longitudinal Study (1988-1994) for the National 
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Center of Education Statistics to examine the decisions of high school dropouts and their 
educational plans. Findings showed that race-ethnic differences were reasons for students 
dropping out of high school. For minorities, Asian Pacific Islanders have the lowest 
rates, whereas the rates of the American Indians were highest. For Caucasians and Asian 
Pacific Islanders, academic problems were most critical, whereas family factors were 
significant to Hispanics and American Indian females. Other studies reported similar 
findings about students dropping out in higher rates among Native Americans, Hispanics, 
African Americans and Hispanics. Franklin and Streeter (1991) reported that for certain 
minorities the dropout rate was higher than 40-50 percent and for non-English speaking 
students, the dropout rates were even higher. 
Factors Effecting Reenrollment 
Research revealed that many factors contributed to students returning to school. 
Some returned for personal, family, or economic reasons. Some students have set 
personal goals for acquiring a GED and furthering their education. Others must support a 
family by getting a job and by making more money. 
Kaufman (1989) utilized HS&B data to examine high school students who 
dropped out and later returned. Findings revealed that over 40 percent of the 13 percent 
of students who dropped out, returned to school. Additionally, findings indicated that 
males dropped out of high school more frequently than females and returned in greater 
numbers than female. The strongest predictor for females not returning as frequently as 
males was because of childbirth. African Americans and Hispanics dropped out of school 
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at higher rates and returned at lower rates than Caucasians. A multivariate analysis of 
variance showed that the returning students tended to have higher ability levels, 
socioeconomic backgrounds, and achievement than dropouts who did not return. 
Altenbaugh, Engel, and Martin (1995) examined 100 students who dropped out of 
school and later returned to obtain a GED. The findings showed that 10 to 33 percent of 
school leavers later return to school, and 90 percent go on to college or to a post¬ 
secondary institution. The major finding revealed that students returned to school for 
economic reasons. Students wanted to obtain their GED in an effort to be trained for 
employability. Therefore, students were motivated to return to school for physiological 
needs. 
Church (1999) investigated the reasons for students leaving selected public high 
schools and enrolling in and graduating from Central Kansas Dropout Recovery Centers 
(CKDRC), utilizing the interview and focus group techniques. The findings are 
delineated as follows: (a) Reasons for participants dropping out of school matched 
those in the literature; (b) Student success was attributed to a caring atmosphere and 
mutual respect; (c) CKDRCs have used time as a variable and learning as a constant; 
(d) Technology was a major instructional tool at CKDRC; (e) Programs incorporated 
adult learning theory. 
Dropout Prevention Programs and Strategies 
Malloy (1997) suggested that educators should focus on the view of the student, 
which was referred to as a “defensive worldview” (p. 6), in establishing dropout 
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prevention programs. The conclusion was that student views were operating instructions 
that were learned in early life stages. Therefore, dropout efforts should be made to 
neutralize the defensive worldview within small school environments. Furthermore, a 
small school setting rather than a large school setting was favored because of the 
nurturing, caring, and trusting relationships that could serve as neutralizing agents. 
Another neutralizing agent recommended was the concept of resiliency because it 
emphasized student strength rather than deficits. Specifically, Malloy identified two 
small school settings: “the School for the Physical City (SPC) and the Coalition of 
Essential Schools (CES)” (p. 19) as effective alternatives. 
Sanders and Sanders (1998) focused on factors such as parental and community 
involvement and teaching and counseling strategies as interventions for at-risk students. 
The study provided such strategies as inviting parents to activities that foster parental 
involvement and creating a Parent School Improvement Council; developing teaching 
strategies that encourage at-risk students to become engaged in learning and to gain a 
sense of trust; utilizing school counselors as interventions for at-risk students; utilizing 
former dropout students as counselors for current at-risk students; and inviting 
community members to serve as volunteers for the school. Sanders and Sanders 
recommended that communities and schools work together as cohesive teams. 
In focusing on the benefits of the prevention programs, Blyth (1991) reported that 
extensive public funds have been provided for various interventions. Furthermore, the 
limited data on early childhood education and high-risk school dropout programs revealed 
that there were long-term benefits, especially when high-risk programs were conducted in 
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residential environments. On the other hand, Blyth asserted that dropout prevention 
programs on a national level showed inconclusive results for many of the programs. The 
guidelines presented for prevention programs that can succeed are as follows: successful 
interventions must respond to the needs of the students; have high expectations; build 
self-confidence; foster partnerships and utilize multiple resources including parents and 
community; must be human-centered; have inspired leaders; and provide early 
interventions and basic skills remediation, which is often lacking in secondary schools. 
Based on programs that Blyth offered, the finding was that limitations were on children 
from low-income families in these kinds of programs. The assertion was that most 
schools relied on alternative schools and special interventions. 
Weir (1996) pointed out that most of the literature on alternative programs for at- 
risk students focused on the elementary or high school levels, but not on the middle 
school level, where the potential for dropouts was also critical. Based on this literature, a 
prevention for middle school was developed. The plan focused on three components: 
(1) Organizational - Develop policy to provide support for alternative program; 
(2) Instructional - Integrate cooperative learning and peer tutoring, computer-assisted 
instruction; and (3) Interpersonal - Provide a positive learning climate to meet the needs 
of students. Weir recommended that school systems prioritize needs when developing 
policies for dropout prevention programs. 
Jung (1999) developed a multi-systemic model of school dropout utilizing data 
from the NELS: 88. The findings revealed that the multi-systemic model significantly 
impacted school dropout. Eight variables such as socioeconomic status, pregnancy/ 
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parenting, parenting style, parental educational aspiration for the child, association with 
school dropouts, academic performance, grade retention, and absenteeism indicated a 
significance. However, among gender-race groups, the results showed that all variables 
other than academic performance variously impacted school dropout. Based on these 
findings, Jung recommended that a dropout preventive program be comprehensive and 
address multi-systemic factors, including the eight variables in the study. Additionally, 
the needs of each gender-race group must be addressed to prevent school dropout. 
Although positive aspects of some dropout prevention programs were indicated, 
others have presented inadequate results. For example, Selinker and Martin (1992) 
reported that a citywide school system discontinued funding the dropout prevention 
program. The system placed the responsibility of the dropout program in each local 
school. This new system afforded the local school an opportunity to create and locate 
funds for their prevention programs. The findings revealed that the program was 
inadequate because of lack of funds; reliance on small schools and short-term grants; 
higher dropout rates; lack of system standards for keeping track of students who moved 
out of the alternative setting; and limitations of resources, staff, and classroom space. 
Summary 
This chapter reported the literature in regard to school dropouts and factors that 
contributed to students dropping out and returning to school. Additionally, research on 
dropout preventions was addressed. The literature revealed that students dropped out of 
school for a number of reasons, which included school, family, personal, and 
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demographic factors (Coley, 1995; McMillen, Kaufman, & Whitener, 1994; Schwartz, 
1995). More specifically, research showed that students dropped out of school because of 
the school curriculum, instructional practices, lack of counselor support, family problems, 
peer relationships, and the influence of demographic variables (Dixon, 1998; Farmer & 
Payne, 1992; Houston, Byer, & Danner, 1992; Jamison, 1996; Kronick & Hargis, 1990; 
Wells, 1990; West, 1991). Conversely, research indicated that students returned to school 
because of personal, family, and economical reasons (Altenbaugh, Engel, & Martin, 
1995; Church, 1999; Kaufman, 1989). To prevent these problems, dropout interventions 
such as small school settings, parental and community involvement, organizational, 
instructional and interpersonal components of school programs were suggested (Blyth, 
1991; Malloy, 1997; Sanders & Sanders, 1998; Weir, 1996). The theoretical framework 




The focus of this study was to examine the relationships between students’ 
perceptions about students dropping out of school and students returning to returning to 
school as influenced by school curriculum, instructional practices, counselor support, 
parental involvement, family financial problems, and peer relationships. Additionally, 
the influence of the demographic variables of marital status, gender, age, and 
socioeconomic status on students dropping out of school and students returning to school 
was examined. These relationships are delineated in Figure 1. 
Presentation and Definition of Variables 
The dependent variables in this study are students dropping out of school and 
students returning to school. These variables refer to former students who have factors 
that caused them to leave school before completion as well as factors that caused them to 
return to an educational institution to complete their education. 
Dependent Variable 
• School dropout/Students dropping out of school is defined in terms of an 




Figure 1. Figurai Representation of Theory : Students Dropping Out of School, Students 
Returning to School, and Related Variables 
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home school program for the completion of high school credentials. 
The terms school dropout and students dropping out of school are 
used synonymously. (Items 57-59, 61-63, 65-67) 
• Students returning to school is defined in terms of a student reentering a 
non-traditional institution to complete an educational program for a 
GED. (Items 68-78) 
The independent variables are school factors such as school curriculum, 
instructional practices, counselor support, family factors including parental involvement 
and family financial problems; and personal factors such as peer relationships. The 
demographic variables are marital status, age, gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic 
status. 
Independent Variables 
• School curriculum is defined in terms of courses, textbooks, and 
instructional materials designed to enhance the learning experiences of 
students. (Items 1-9) 
• Instructional practices is defined in terms of a teacher’s strategies, 
activities, and attitude provided to convey information about a subject 
matter to students in order to help them to learn. (Items 11-23) 
• Counselor support is defined in terms of assistance and guidance 
provided to students about various subjects, careers, and personal 
problems. (Items 24-30) 
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• Parental involvement is defined in terms of the parents’ or guardians’ 
participation in the school and home activities such as assisting with 
homework, supporting the school/P.T.A., providing educational 
materials; etc. (Items 31-41) 
• Family Financial Problems is defined in terms of the parents, 
guardians, or students experiencing monetary problems and/or stressful 
situations in the home. (Items 42-46) 
• Peer relationships are defined in terms of students’ associations with 
their friends or age group who may have an influence on their behavior. 
(Items 47-56) 
• Marital status is defined in terms of an individual being married, 
separated, or single. (Item 79) 
• Gender is defined in terms of the respondent being male or female. 
(Item 80) 
• Age is defined as an individual being 18 years or older. (Item 81) 
• Ethnicity is defined in terms of a racial, national, or cultural group. 
(Item 82) 
• Socioeconomic status (SES) is defined in terms of family’s yearly 
income (i.e. high - Greater than $55,000, middle-Greater than $30,000, 
and low - Less than $18,000). (Item 83) 
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Relationship Among the Variables 
Many factors have been attributed to students who drop out of school. Research 
has focused on factors such as school curriculum, instructional practices, and counseling 
support; family factors including parental involvement and family financial problems; and 
personal factors such as peer relationships as contributors to student dropout. 
Demographic variables included marital status, gender, age, ethnicity, and socioeconomic 
status. Some studies have indicated that one factor contributes more than others to 
student dropout, while others have argued that a combination of factors contributes to 
student dropout. It was expected that these factors in some way would have an impact on 
students’ decision to drop out of school. 
Research revealed that a relationship exits among the variables. Many students 
dropped out of school and later returned for the same or similar reasons that they left. For 
example, many students indicated that they dropped out of school because of negative 
peer pressure, older age, or family financial problems, and they later returned because of 
positive peer pressure, older age, and a need to improve their family financial problems. 
Dixon (1998) reported on peer relationships and found that there is a significant 
relationship between school dropout and peer rejection. The indicators included grade 
retention, absenteeism, special education or remedial services placement, disciplinary 
problems/referrals, suspensions, academic failure, and standardized test scores. 
Furthermore, research indicated that school-related factors impact school dropout. 
According to Rumberger (1995), school curriculum is related to school dropout when 
students are tracked into lower level classes, when they are retained a grade, and when 
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they are behind in subject matter. When the instructional practices of teachers have not 
matched the learning styles of students, students have become bored or uninterested. As 
a result, they dropped out of school. Additionally, students dropped out when there was a 
lack of counselor support in the school. When students did not have a counselor with 
whom they could share their problems and ascertain help, they often felt alienated and 
dropped out of school. They felt that the school administrators, staff, and teachers were 
uncaring and unsupportive (Altenbaugh et al., 1995; Jamison, 1996; Malloy, 1997; 
Sanders & Sanders, 1998; Schwartz, 1995). 
Family factors and personal factors including demographic variables such as 
marital status, gender, ethnicity, age, and socioeconomic status have also been reported as 
influencing student dropout as well as students returning to school. These are among 
several factors listed by Farmer and Payne (1992) as contributing to school dropout: 
(1) broken homes, (2) lack of parental involvement, (3) peer group, (4) financial 
problems, and (5) incarceration. They further articulated that uncaring parents represent 
all racial, cultural, and socioeconomic backgrounds. Altenbaugh et al. (1995) concurred 
that social forces such as race and class and also gender played major roles in the dropout 
phenomenon. These variables were also related to students returning to school. As 
dropouts became older, had families, and acquired responsibilities, they realized an 
income was needed to meet their needs. Therefore, many dropouts have returned to 
school. According to Altenbaugh et al., economic factors were significant to school 
leavers returning to school. Some dropouts returned to school to fulfill their goals and 
aspirations. 
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In this study it was expected that student dropout would be influenced by personal 
factors and socioeconomic factors more than any other factors and return to school would 
be influenced by age and family factors. Conceptually, it was possible that school factors 
such as school curriculum and instructional practices, including demographic variables, 
would influence students’ decisions to drop out. 
Null Hypotheses 
The basic hypotheses for this study are indicated as follows: 
HO, : There is no significant relationship between reasons for students 
dropping out of school and students returning to school as 
perceived by dropouts. 
H02: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and school curriculum as perceived by dropouts. 
H03: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and instructional practices as perceived by dropouts. 
H04: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and peer relationships as perceived by dropouts. 
H05: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and counselor support as perceived by dropouts. 
H06: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and parental involvement as perceived by dropouts. 
H07: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and family financial problems as perceived by dropouts. 
HOg: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and marital status as perceived by dropouts. 
H09: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and gender as perceived by dropouts. 
HO10: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and age as perceived by dropouts. 
HOn: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and socioeconomic status as perceived by dropouts. 
H012: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and ethnicity as perceived by dropouts. 
HO,3: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and school curriculum as perceived by dropouts. 
H014: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and instructional practices as perceived by dropouts. 
HOi5: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and peer relationships as perceived by dropouts. 
HOi6: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and counselor support as perceived by dropouts. 
HO,7: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and parental involvement as perceived by dropouts. 
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H0lg: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and family financial problems as perceived by dropouts. 
HO]9: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and marital status as perceived by dropouts. 
HO20: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and gender as perceived by dropouts. 
H021 : There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and age as perceived by dropouts. 
H022: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and socioeconomic status as perceived by dropouts. 
H023: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and ethnicity as perceived by dropouts. 
Limitations of the Study 
This study was limited to educational institutions and centers for dropouts located 
in an urban school district in a southern state. The sample was comprised of student 
dropouts who were attending inner-city community schools, GED centers, Job Corps, and 
Literacy Action Incorporated. Self-report data regarding the perceptions of dropouts as 
related to school, family, and personal factors, as well as motivational factors were 
collected. The availability of dropouts and the willingness of those who participated may 
have limited this study. Many students were out of school for the summer, which 
affected their participation thereby reducing the study group size. The main limitation of 
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the study was that the sample was not random, and, hence, generalization of the findings 
are limited. 
Summary 
The theoretical framework focused on the independent variables such as school 
curriculum, instructional practices, peer relationships, counselor support, parental 
involvement, and family financial problems, including the effect of the demographic 
variables of marital status, gender, age, and socioeconomic status; and how they may be 
related to the dependent variables of students dropping out of school and students 
returning to school. The assumption was that students dropping out of school would be 
influenced by personal factors and socioeconomic factors more than any other factors, 
and students returning to school would be influenced by age and family factors more than 
any other variables. Definitions of variables and research hypotheses were presented. 




This is a quantitative study utilizing the descriptive research method, which 
involved the researcher studying and describing changes or similarities in the actions or 
forms of the participants over a period of time. In this study, dropouts returning to school 
were studied to determine and analyze their reasons for dropping out and subsequently 
returning to school. The nature of the analysis, which sought to identify significant 
relationships between the dependent and independent variables, involved exploring and 
describing cause and effect and correlational relationships, a major characteristic of 
descriptive research. 
Research Design 
The correlational research design was employed in this study. According to Gall, 
Borg, and Gall (1996), correlational research permits the researcher to determine the 
degree of relationship between two variables. In this study, correlations between student 
dropouts and their perceptions about school, family, and personal factors that influenced 
students to drop out as well as motivational factors that caused students to return to 
school were examined. In addition, the effects of demographic variables (marital status, 
age, gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status) on these correlations were also 
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examined. Descriptive and quantitative statistics were utilized to determine the response 
patterns of participants. 
Description of the Settings 
The study took place in inner-city settings such as community schools, GED 
centers, Job Corps, and Literacy Action Incorporated in the urban school district. These 
institutions and centers were predominantly African American and served members of a 
population from similar socioeconomic backgrounds. These settings catered to 
individuals who had dropped out of urban and suburban schools in the southern region 
and who had returned to complete their education. 
The community schools are operated by a large urban school district that provides 
high school diplomas for adults. Two community schools are located in the southwest 
and the southeast sections of the city. More than 1600 students attend these institutions 
in the afternoons and evenings and participate in vocational, avocational, and recreational 
programs. The community programs offer such courses as GED, patient care, and 
catering (Other School/Programs, 2001). 
The General Educational Development (GED) program is under the auspices of 
the Georgia Department of Technical and Adult Education. The Office of Adult Literacy 
is responsible for the administration of the GED program and the awarding of the GED 
high school diploma to students who passed the examinations. The literacy programs 
include instruction in basic, general, and specialized skills (Georgia Department of 
Technical and Adult Education, 2001). Of the 37 GED centers in the state of Georgia, the 
57 
urban technical college GED Testing Program is located in the southwest section of the 
city. The Adult Learning Center provides GED instruction and testing for students 
sixteen years or older (Atlanta Technical College Fact Sheet. 2001). 
The Job Corps Center is located in an urban community. It is operated by the 
Management and Training Corporation /MTC of Ogden, Utah. The Center consists of 
approximately 500 students ranging in age from 16 to 24, who are predominately female. 
The Center offers basic education courses such as GED instruction, reading, mathematics, 
health, and parenting skills. Vocational training is also provided to students (The Atlanta 
Job Corps Center Fact Sheet. 2001). 
Literacy Action Incorporated is a non-profit agency operated primarily by 
contributions. It services more than 1000 students yearly and provides courses such as 
GED preparation, GED testing, computer skills, and basic communication skills. The 
agency also provides corporate training services to students for various job requirements 
(Literacy Action Inc., 2001). 
Sampling Procedures 
This study included 252 respondents who had dropped out of school but who had 
returned to urban institutions in the state of Georgia. The subjects were selected on the 
basis of participant availability and willingness to participate. This represented a 
convenience sample, which is a group that is available and easily accessible (Gall et al., 
1996). All willing dropouts 18 years and over were polled. The majority of the 
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respondents were African-American females. Approximately 300 dropouts were 
identified, and 252 participated in this study. 
Working with Human Subjects 
Once permission was granted for this study, a conference was scheduled to meet 
with the prospective study participants to solicit their participation. Volunteers were 
sought for this study. The researcher guaranteed anonymity and confidentiality of the 
participants. Consent forms were available for the center that made the request, and 
several participants volunteered. Once this was accomplished, the study proceeded with 
those who agreed to participate. 
Instrumentation 
A questionnaire, based on guidelines set forth by Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996), was 
developed by the researcher and Dr. Ganga Persuad (2001) to determine, with validity, 
the relationship between the dependent variables of students dropping out of school and 
students returning to school and the independent variables of school, family, and personal 
factors. The initial questionnaire consisted of 87 items on a Likert-type scale (a five point 
scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree). These items elicited participant 
responses in regard to the dependent variables of students dropping out of school and 
students returning to school and the independent variables of school factors, family 
factors, personal factors, and demographic factors. 
Group interviews were also conducted with a sample of the population to assist in 
the development of a final instrument. The interviews were tape recorded with the 
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agreement of the participants. Students who had dropped out of school were asked 
several questions: Why did you drop out of school? Was there anything that you could 
think of that might have caused you to stay in school? What grade were you when you 
dropped out of school? What were the courses like? What was your relationship like 
with your teachers, your family, and your peers? Why did you return to school? (see 
Appendix A). Information gathered from the interviews assisted in the formulation of 
questions for the survey questionnaire. The questionnaire was tested for content validity 
and reliability by three experts in the field and administered to a representative sample of 
the population for the study. The pilot study was conducted to determine if there would 
be difficulties in conducting the actual study and to determine if modifications needed to 
be made in the instrument. As a result of the pilot study, a final questionnaire consisting 
of 78 questions and five demographic questions was developed (see Appendix B). 
Part I of the questionnaire consisted of the following: 
Section A contained ten items designed to solicit responses in regard to school 
curriculum. (Items were coded positively from 5-strongly agree to 1 -strongly 
disagree.) 
Section B contained thirteen items designed to solicit responses in regard to 
teacher instructional practices. (Items were coded positively from 5-strongly 
agree to 1-strongly disagree.) 
Section C contained seven items designed to solicit responses in regard to 
counselor support. (Items were coded positively from 5-strongly agree to 1 - 
strongly disagree.) 
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Section D contained sixteen items designed to solicit responses in regard to 
parental involvement. (Items were coded positively from 5-strongly agree to 1- 
strongly disagree.) 
Section E contained five items designed to solicit responses in regard to family 
financial problems. (Items were coded negatively from 1-strongly agree to 5- 
strongly disagree). 
Section F contained ten items designed to solicit responses in regard to peer 
relationships. (Items were coded negatively from 1 -strongly agree to 5-strongly 
disagree). 
Section G contained eleven items designed to solicit responses about students 
dropping out of school. (Items were coded negatively from 1-strongly agree to 5- 
strongly disagree). 
Section H contained eleven items designed to solicit responses about returning to 
school. (Items were coded positively from 5-strongly agree to 1-strongly 
disagree.) 
Part II of the survey contained five items designed to solicit responses in regard to 
demographic information such as (a) marital status, (b) gender, (c) age, (d) ethnicity, and 
(e) socioeconomic status. 
The Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) was utilized for determining 
reliability of the survey. Each item was coded and the frequency computed. An item to 
scale correlation was used to determine weak items for exclusion. The Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient method was used to determine the instrument’s reliability. The ranges for 
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Cronbach’s alpha are from 0 to 1.0. Scores near the high end of that range (e.g., above 
.70) imply that the items in an index are measuring the same thing (Vogt, 1999). Each of 
the perception variables was formulated into scales to correspond to the scales: students 
dropping out of school and students returning to school. Correlations less than .3 were 
eliminated in this study. Because of low correlation coefficients below .3, items 10, 60, 
and 64 were statistically eliminated. The variable entitled “Ethnicity,” which identified 
the ethnic group of the respondent was, originally, a nominal variable with six possible 
classes. However, because of a lack of representation of several ethnic groups, the 
variable was transformed into a dichotomy consisting of African Americans and all 
others. For a similar reason, the variable “Marital Status” was transformed into a 
dichotomy consisting of the categories “Married” and Not Married.” 
The scale for students dropping out of school (items 57-59, 66-63, 65-67) 
established a Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient of .6190, and the scale for students 
returning to school (items 68-78) obtained a Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient of 
.8763, indicating that both had an acceptable degree of validity and reliability. 
A Cronbach alpha was established for each scale (see Appendix C). 
Data Collection Procedures 
The data collection for this study involved several steps. After permission was 
granted by the participating institutions and centers, appointment dates were scheduled 
with the principal and directors for the administration of the survey. Before any surveys 
were administered, the researcher made an appointment to meet with the principal and 
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directors at their institutions to discuss the purpose of the study and the survey, to inform 
each person of the importance of this study. Once information was given in regard to 
confidentiality, school leaders assisted in scheduling dates for the administration of 
survey. At one location, the researcher had to sign an Authorization to Conduct Survey 
Form indicating that all participant information would not be divulged. The survey was 
administered by the researcher during the spring and summer 2001. In order to ascertain 
high participation, the researcher provided a raffle of $10.00 cash to the winner at each 
center. 
The data were collected at the four locations in May and June 2001. At each 
location, the principal or director designated persons (i.e. assistant principals, assistant 
directors, counselors, or student ambassadors) to identify student volunteers and to direct 
each to the researcher at a designated location in the site. Introductions and explanations 
of the purpose of the survey were made. Confidentiality of the participants was assured. 
The surveys were administered to the participants in the evenings either in the cafeteria or 
in small settings in a classroom. More than one survey administration date was scheduled 
for most of the locations, since not all participants were present at the same time. Some 
students attended classes at different times (i.e. 5:00 p.m.; 7:00 p.m.). The participants 
completed the survey in approximately fifteen to twenty minutes. 
Administrative Procedure 
After receiving administrative approval from the Department of Educational 
Leadership at Clark Atlanta University for this study, a copy of the prospectus, a letter 
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from the dissertation chairperson, and a letter from the researcher were sent to the 
Research Planning and Accountability Department in the urban school district requesting 
permission to conduct this study in the GED center and the community school (see 
Appendix D for sample letters). In addition, telephone calls were made to the principals 
and directors with follow-up approval and request letters sent to the GED center, 
Community school, Job Corps, and Literacy Action Incorporated. Once the letters were 
sent to Job Corps, the director had to seek permission from the U. S. Department of Labor 
for the survey to be administered. Final approval for the study was granted. Since 
participants were eighteen years and older, consent forms were not necessary. However, 
one center requested consent forms for the participants at that site and the request was 
met. The data for the centers, number of participants, approximate enrollment, and 
percentage of students surveyed are delineated in Table 4. 
Table 4 
Centers Participating in Survey 
Groups Centers Participants Enrollment Percentage 
1 Community Evening School 46 600 7.67% 
2 Literacy Action 51 1,000 5.10% 
3 GED Center 34 500 6.80% 
4 Job Corps 121 500 24.20% 
Total 252 2,600 43.77% 
Out of approximately 600 students attending Center 1, 46 (7.67%) participated in 
the study, Center 2, 51 (5.10%), Center 3, 34 (6.80%), and Center 4, 121 (24.20%). Since 
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the majority of the students had graduated or left for the summer, limited students 
participated in this study. 
Statistical Applications 
Multivariate correlational statistics were utilized to measure and study the degree 
of relationship between the variables—students dropping out of school, students returning 
to school and school factors, family factors, and personal factors as perceived by 
dropouts. Gall et al. (1996) posit that multivariate correlational statistics are used by 
researchers to measure the degree of relationship among various combinations of 
variables. The multiple correlation coefficient ® was employed to measure the degree 
of the relationship between the criterion variable and the combination of predictor 
variables (Gall et al., 1996). The product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson r) was 
used to compute correlation coefficients and was significant at the .05 level. A t-test was 
used to assess the statistical significant difference between the mean scores of male and 
female. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was utilized to determine the statistical 
significance of differences between the dependent variables—students dropping out of 
school and students returning to school and the independent variables-school, family, 
and personal factors including the demographic variables—marital status, gender, age, 
socioeconomic status, and ethnicity. The factor analysis was used to show the 
communality of predictor variables. Multiple regression analyses were utilized to 
determine the correlation between the criterion variables (students dropping out of 
school; students returning to school) and the combination of predictor variables (school, 
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family, and personal factors). The stepwise multiple regression analysis (a prediction 
equation utilizing step-up and step-down multiple regression) was used to compute the 
correlation between the predictor variables and the criterion variable. 
Delimitations 
The researcher studied dropouts from the institutions and centers that were located 
in the largest urban district in the state of Georgia. The majority of these facilities were 
located near the urban school district. The researcher studied dropouts in these facilities 
that consisted of both male and female; however, one agency consisted of majority 
females. 
Summary 
This study focused on dropouts in institutions and centers in an urban district in 
the state of Georgia. The intent of the researcher was to focus on the relationship of 
students dropping out of school, students returning to school and school, family, and 
personal factors that influence students to drop out of school as perceived by dropouts as 
well as motivational factors that cause students to return to educational institutions. First, 
the correlational research design was employed in this study to determine the degree of 
relationship between student dropout perceptions and school, family, and personal factors 
that influence students to drop out of school as well as motivational factors that cause 
students to return to an educational institution. Second, the researcher and Dr. Ganga 
Persaud (2001) designed an instrument and presented it to a panel of experts for 
reliability and content validity. Third, a pilot study was conducted with dropouts in one 
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of the institutions or centers to determine if modifications needed to be made in the 
survey. Fourth, after permission was granted by the institutions and centers, the survey 
was administered to the dropouts. Fifth, data collection included compilation and 
adjustments. The statistical tests that were applied to the data are as follows: Correlation 
analysis, t-test for independent samples, ANOVA, factor analysis and stepwise regression 
analyses. The analysis of the data is presented in Chapter V. 
CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships of selected variables of 
school, family, and personal factors to determine the extent of the impact of these 
variables on students dropping out of school and students returning to school. This 
chapter presented the analysis and discussion of data in regard to the hypotheses. Data on 
research questions about reasons for students dropping out and returning to school were 
discussed and analyzed. 
In order to test the hypotheses, a Pearson correlation analysis was conducted with 
students dropping out of school and students returning to school as the dependent 
variables and school curriculum, instructional practices, peer relationships, counselor 
support, parental involvement, and family financial problems as the independent 
variables, while controlling for the demographic variables of marital status, gender, age, 
socioeconomic status, and ethnicity. A correlation matrix was used to display the 
correlation coefficient variables. A t-test was utilized to test the statistical significant 
difference between the mean scores of male and female. A one-way analysis of variance 
was used to compare the responses of the between-group variance and the within-group 
variance in regard to students returning to school and age. A factor analysis was utilized 
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to show the loading of the most inter-correlated variables. Stepwise multiple regression 
analyses were conducted to show the order of the contribution of the selected independent 
variables on students dropping out of school and on students returning to school and to 
determine the contribution of the variances. Data were analyzed at the .05 level of 
significance. 
Correlation Analysis: Data Analysis with Respect to the Hypotheses 
A correlation analysis was conducted to test the hypotheses. The correlation 
matrix consisted of the correlation coefficients, which were numbers indicating the 
degree and direction of relationship (positive or negative) of the variables. The 
correlation coefficient was represented by the symbol r. A perfectly positive correlation 
(+1.0) indicated that whenever one value was high or low, the other was also. A perfectly 
negative correlation (-1.0) indicated that whenever one value was high, the other was low. 
If there was no relationship between the variables, the correlation coefficient was 0 (Gall, 
Borg, & Gall, 1996; Vogt, 1999). 
Hypotheses Testing 
The Pearson r correlational coefficient analysis was conducted for this study. The 
data showed the correlation coefficients on students dropping out and students returning 
to school as the dependent variables; and school curriculum, instructional practices, peer 
relationships, counselor support, parental involvement, and family financial problems as 
the independent variables, while controlling for the demographic variables of marital 
status, gender, age, socioeconomic status, and ethnicity. 
The basic hypotheses for this study are discussed as follows: 
HO, : There is no significant relationship between reasons for students 
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dropping out of school and students returning to school as perceived 
by dropouts. 
The data showed that the correlation coefficient between students dropping out of 
school and students returning to school was -.1961 **. This was a negative relationship 
significant at less than .05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. When students 
agreed that there were hardship reasons for dropping out of school (coded 1, negative), 
they agreed about the positive reasons for returning to school. The data for the 
correlation coefficients are presented in Table 5. 
Table 5 
Correlation Matrix: Pearson Correlations Between Dependent and Independent 
Variables Students Dropping Out of School. Students Returning to School, and 
Independent Variables 
STUDENTS STUDENTS 
ITEMS DROPPING OUT RETURNING 
Students returning to school (57-67) -.1961** - 
School curriculum (1-9) .1881** .0974 
Instructional practices (11-23) .2462** .0290 
Peer relationships (47-56) .4735** -.1023 
Counselor support (24-30) .0320 -.0108 
Parental involvement (31-41) .0697 .1158 
Family financial problems (42-46) .2560** -.1016 
Marital status (79) -.0387 -.0605 
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Table 5 (continued) 
STUDENTS STUDENTS 
ITEMS DROPPING OUT RETURNING 
Gender (80) .2141** .0534 
Age (81) -.0274 .1679** 
Income [SES] (83) .0196 -.0217 
Ethnicity (82) -.0520 -.0204 
**- Signif. LE .05 
H02: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and school curriculum as perceived by dropouts. 
The data revealed that the correlation coefficient between students dropping out of 
school and school curriculum is .1881**. This was significant at less than .05. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. When students disagreed (coded 5) that there 
were hardship reasons for dropping out of school, they rated the curriculum positively 
(coded 5). On the other hand, when they agreed about hardships as reasons (coded 1) for 
dropping out of school, they rated the curriculum negatively (coded 1). 
H03: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and instructional practices as perceived by dropouts. 
The data showed that the correlation coefficient between students dropping out 
school and instructional practices is .2462**. This was significant at less than .05. 
Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected. When students indicated their hardship 
reasons for dropping out of school (coded 1), the instructional practices were rated low 
(coded 1). 
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H04: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and peer relationships as perceived by dropouts. 
The data revealed that the correlation coefficient between students dropping out of 
school and peer relationships was .4735**. This was significant at less than .05. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. When students agreed that there were 
hardship reasons for dropping out of school (coded 1 ), they rated peer relationships low 
(coded 1) and vice versa. 
HOs: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and counselor support as perceived by dropouts. 
The data showed that the correlation coefficient between students dropping out of 
school and counselor support was .0320. This was not significant at .05. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was accepted. 
H06: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and parental involvement as perceived by dropouts. 
The data revealed that the correlation coefficient between students dropping out of 
school and parental involvement was .0697. This was not significant at .05. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was accepted. 
HOv: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and family financial problems as perceived by dropouts. 
The data showed that the correlation coefficient between students dropping out of 
school and family financial problems was .2560**. This was significant at less than .05. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. When students agreed that there were 
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hardship reasons for dropping out of school (coded 1), they rated family financial 
problems high (coded 1). 
HOg: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and marital status as perceived by dropouts. 
The data revealed that the correlation coefficient between students dropping out of 
school and marital status was -.0387. This was a negative relationship significant at less 
than .05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
The data for hypothesis nine is presented in Table 6. 
Table 6 
The t-Test: Students Dropping out of School by Gender 
Variable 
Students dropping 
out of school Gender Age n M SD t-Value df 
Two-tailed 
Probability 
Group 1 Male 18- 19 62 3.5977 .659 
-3.40 240 .001 
Group 2 Female 20-21 180 3.9000 .585 
H09: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and gender as perceived by dropouts. 
The data showed that the correlation coefficient between students dropping out of 
school and gender was .2141 **. This was significant at less than .05. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
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In order to understand the above relationship, it was necessary to examine the 
mean score and students’ feelings about dropping out of school. A t-test was conducted 
between the mean scores for male and female. The mean score for females was 3.900, 
which was significant at the .05 level. The mean score was significantly higher for 
females than for males, which was 3.598. The data supported the findings in the 
correlation matrix. 
HO10: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and age as perceived by dropouts. 
The data revealed that the correlation coefficient between students dropping out of 
school and age was -.0274. This was a negative relationship significant at less than .05. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
HOn: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and socioeconomic status as perceived by dropouts. 
The data showed that the correlation coefficient between students dropping out of 
school and family income was .0196. This was not significant at .05. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was accepted. 
H012: There is no significant relationship between students dropping out 
of school and ethnicity as perceived by dropouts. 
The data revealed that the correlation coefficient between students dropping out of 
school and ethnicity was -.0520. This was a negative relationship significant at less than 
.05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
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H013: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and school curriculum as perceived by dropouts. 
The data showed that the correlation coefficient between students returning to 
school and school curriculum was .0974. This was not significant at .05. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was accepted. 
H014: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and instructional practices as perceived by dropouts. 
The data revealed that the correlation coefficient between students returning to 
school and instructional practices was .0290. This was not significant at .05. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was accepted. 
H015: There is no significant relationship between students returning to school 
and peer relationships as perceived by dropouts. 
The data showed that the correlation coefficient between students returning to 
school and peer relationships was -.1023. This was a negative relationship significant at 
less than .05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
H016: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and counselor support as perceived by dropouts. 
The data revealed that the correlation coefficient between students returning to 
school and counselor support was -.0108. This was a negative relationship significant at 
less than .05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
H017: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and parental involvement as perceived by dropouts. 
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The data revealed that the correlation coefficient between students returning to 
school and parental involvement was .1158. This was not significant at .05. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was accepted. 
H018: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and family financial problems as perceived by dropouts. 
The data showed that the correlation coefficient between students returning to 
school and family financial problems was -.1016. This was a negative relationship 
significant at less than .05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
H019: There is no significant relationship between students returning to school 
and gender as perceived by dropouts. 
The data revealed that the correlation coefficient between students returning to 
school and marital status was -.0605. This was a negative relationship significant at less 
than .05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
HO20: There is no significant relationship between students returning to school 
and gender as perceived by dropouts. 
The data showed that the correlation coefficient between students returning to 
school and gender was .0534. This was not significant at .05. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was accepted. 
The results for hypothesis 21 is presented in Table 7. 
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Table 7 
Analysis of Variance: Students Returning to School by Age 
Source df F Ratio F. Probability 
Between Groups 3 4.4064 .0049 
Within Groups 238 
TOTAL 241 
Groups Age n M SD 
Group 1 18-19 110 3.5241 1.0252 
Group 2 20-21 57 3.8987 .7348 
Group 3 22-25 30 4.0394 .7505 
Group 4 26 and over 45 3.8919 .7387 
TOTAL 242 3.7446 .9005 
H021 : There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and age as perceived by dropouts. 
The data revealed that the correlation coefficient between students returning to 
school and age was .1679**. This was significant at less than .05. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
When students agreed about their reasons for returning to school (coded 5), they 
rated age high (coded 5). For example, students indicated that the older they were, the 
more they realized the benefits of returning to school. 
In order to understand the contribution made by age, it was necessary to examine 
the mean scores of students’ age and returning to school utilizing an analysis of variance. 
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) is a statistical procedure used to compare responses 
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among groups by examining the ratio between-group variance and within-group variance. 
The F ratio indicated the variance between groups to the variance within groups (Gall et 
al., 1996). The data for one-way analysis are displayed in Table 7. The mean scores for 
the four age groups ranging from 18- to 26-years old and above yield similar results. The 
mean score for ages 18-19 was 3.5241, for ages 20-21 was 3.8987, for ages 22-25 was 
4.0394, and for ages 26 and above was 3.8919. The standard deviations were similarly 
grouped around the mean. Similar differences were indicated among the four age groups 
with group 3 (ages 22-25) as the highest. The F-Ratio was 4.4064, which indicated a 
significance at the .05 level. The F probability score was .0049, which was significant at 
the .05 level. Since the differences were significant at the .05 level, the null hypothesis 
was rejected. It is indicated that the students’ age did have an impact on their returning to 
school. The age group 22-25, with a mean of 4.0394, had the most favorable overall 
response to items contained in the factor entitled “Returning to School.” A Sheffé 
procedure revealed the same results. 
H022: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and socioeconomic status as perceived by dropouts. 
The data revealed that the correlation coefficient between students returning to 
school and socioeconomic status was -.0217. This was a negative relationship significant 
at .05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
H023: There is no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and ethnicity as perceived by dropouts. 
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The data showed that the correlation coefficient between students returning to 
school and ethnicity was -.0204. This was a negative relationship significant at less than 
.05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Factor Analysis 
A factor analysis was conducted for the purpose of combining variables that 
correlate with each other. A factor is formulated from the combination of variables in 
each set. The first set of variables is called Factor 1, which is represented as the most 
inter-correlated variables. The variable is loaded or placed in a factor if the factor 
coefficient is highest in that factor (Gall et al., 1996). Generally, variables must have a 
minimum factor loading of approximately .30 to be considered as a part of a given factor. 
In this study, a varimax rotation factor analysis was conducted to determine the 
commonality among the variables. The intent of this analysis was to determine if 
students dropping out of school would be placed with the same factors as other variables 
plus the demographic variables and if students returning to school would be placed with 
any of the demographic variables or with other factors related to dropping out of school. 
The results are displayed in Table 8 in response to the research question outlined as 
follows: 
What are the factors that would be loaded in students 
dropping out of school and students returning to school? 
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Table 8 
Factor Analysis on Components of Students’ Feelings about Self and School 
Questionnaire 
FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR 
l 2 3 4 5 6 
School curriculum .66760 -.13890 .03933 .10253 .03088 -.03664 
Instructional practices .87652 -.11079 .21746 -.00053 -.23118 .14510 
Counselor support .65434 -.39501 -.12058 -.19559 .00287 -.08999 
Parental involvement .57946 -.29256 -.19544 -.01210 .26823 .10109 
Family financial 
problems 
.37844 .47993 .07751 -.19552 -.14783 .00690 
Peer relationships .41790 .53845 -.00434 .10851 .12181 .07948 
Students dropping out of 
school .37161 .53382 -.09440 .10102 .14009 -.09986 
Age .01240 .08265 .77097 -.04801 -.04610 -.03164 
Marital status -.05139 .06013 -.32138 .04752 -.30637 .16573 
Students returning to 
school .00688 -.30553 .26516 .46613 -.00291 .01492 
Gender .16832 .17298 -.19138 .35177 -.06402 -.08066 
Ethnicity -.20644 .06292 .07729 .00314 .16184 .37992 
Income [SES] .02285 .03771 .13640 -.06727 .29419 .01408 
Overall, students dropping out of school, was loaded in Factor 2, while students 
returning to school was loaded in Factor 4. Hence, these two variables were loaded in 
two independent Factors, 2 and 4. The following are the detailed results. 
In Factor 1, the factor coefficients were loaded highest among the variables: 
school curriculum (.66760), instructional practices (.87652), counselor support (.65434), 
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and parental involvement (.57946). The loading indicated that the variables were highly 
inter-correlated and were independent of the other factors. The factors were highest 
because there was a tendency for them to be valued in the same factor. 
In Factor 2, the factor coefficients were loaded highest among the variables: 
family financial problems (.47993), peer relationships (.53845) and students dropping out 
of school (.53382). This means that these variables were highly inter-correlated and were 
independent of the other factors. Because of students’ lifestyle (associating with the 
wrong crowd), lack of performance in school, financial problems in the home, and 
personal responsibilities such as working and taking care of a child, students dropped out 
of school. Students indicated problems with peers, difficulty with classes, and a necessity 
to work in order to support a family. 
In Factor 3, the factor coefficients were loaded highest between these variables: 
age (.77097) and marital status (-.32138). This means that these variables were highly 
inter-correlated and are independent of other variables, although marital status correlated 
negatively with Factor 3. This negative correlation revealed that the higher the age, the 
dropouts were married. 
In Factor 4, the factor coefficient was loaded highest for the variable: returning to 
school (.46613). This means that this variable was not related to students dropping out of 
school. Students could see the benefits of returning to school. Many indicated that they 
wanted to obtain a GED, acquire skills for a better job, and attend college or technical 
school. 
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In Factor 5, the factor coefficient was loaded highest for the variable: 
socioeconomic status (.29419). This means that this variable was not related to dropping 
out of school or returning to school. In this study, socioeconomic status represented 
income, which was not the reason for students dropping out or returning to school. 
In Factor 6, the factor coefficient was loaded highest for ethnicity (.37992). This 
means that ethnicity was not related to students dropping out of school or students 
returning to school. When students identified ethnicity, the results failed to show the 
factor as contributing to students dropping out of school or students returning to school. 
In the factor analysis, the results indicated that “Family Financial Problems” and “Peer 
Relationships” influenced students to drop out of school. 
Regression Analyses 
Regression analyses were conducted to estimate the relative effect of each of the 
selected independent variables on the respective dependent variables. The independent 
variables were school curriculum, instructional practices, peer relationships, counselor 
support, parental involvement, family financial problems, and selected demographic 
variables including marital status, gender, age, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. The 
dependent variables were students dropping out of school and students returning to 
school. In order to analyze the data from the regression analyses, two research questions 
were developed. The first regression analysis question is indicated as follows: 
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What was the order of the selected independent variables 
that would significantly explain students dropping out of 
school? 
The results with respect to this regression analysis question are shown in Table 9. 
The independent variables, with a significant effect upon the independent variables, are 
identified by the beta coefficients in Table 9. When controlling for the effects of other 
independent variables previously identified, the beta coefficient indicated strength of the 
relationship between the dependent variable and the independent variables. The size of 
the beta coefficient effect is represented by the T-value. The significant T (Sig. T) 
represented the level of significance of the beta coefficient. The significance level for 
this study was .05. 
Table 9 
to Ethnicitv 
Multiple R .47858 
R Square .22904 
Adjusted R Square .22531 
Standard Error .54451 
F = 61.499527 Sig. F =.0000 
Variable Beta T Value Sig. T 
Peer relationships .478578 7.842 .0000 
School curriculum .083416 1.337 .1828 
Instructional practices .087469 1.345 .1801 
Table 9 (continued) 
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Variable Beta T Value Sig.T 
Counselor support .018933 .309 .7574 
Parental involvement .054727 .889 .3748 
Family financial problems .071207 1.090 .2772 
Gender .100542 1.632 .1041 
Marital Status -.062237 -1.019 .3092 
Age -.044068 -.720 .4721 
Income [SES] -.024111 -.394 .6940 
Ethnicity .001086 .018 .9859 
In Table 10, the variable entitled “Peer Relationships” was identified as the one 
with the strongest relationship to the dependent variable. The beta value was .478578, 
which had an associated T-value of 7.842. This was significant at the .05 level. No other 
independent variables had a significant relationship with the dependent variable. This 
means that when students agreed about their hardship reasons for dropping out of school 
(coded 1), they rated peer relationships negatively (coded 1). 
The second regression analysis question is as follows: 
What was the relative beta contribution made by each of the 
selected variables on students dropping out of school? 
The results with respect to this regression analysis question are shown in Table 10. 
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Table 10 
Stepwise Regression Analysis: Students Returning to School with School Curriculum to 
Ethnicity 
Multiple R .29138 
R Square .08490 
Adjusted R Square .07158 
Standard Error .86602 
F = 6.37090 Sig. F = .0004 
Variable Beta T Value Sig. T 
Age .250566 3.603 .0004 
Family financial problems -.206770 -2.978 .0032 
Parental involvement .153406 2.210 .0282 
School curriculum .107610 1.480 .1404 
Instructional practices -.025304 -.347 .7292 
Counselor support -.050527 -.662 .5089 
Peer relationships -.050785 -.704 .4823 
Gender .109915 1.639 .1027 
Marital status -.045596 -.655 .5130 
Income [SES] -.104888 -1.566 .1190 
Ethnicity -.001971 -.029 .9768 
In Table 10, the variables entitled “Age,” “Family Financial Problems,” and 
“Parental Involvement” were identified as the strongest relationship to the dependent 
variable. The beta value for age was .250566, which had an associated T-value of 3.603. 
This was significant at less than .05 level (.0004). The beta value for family financial 
problems was -.206770, which had an associated T-value of -2.978. This was significant 
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at less than .05 level (.0032). The beta value for parental involvement was .153406, 
which had an associated T-value of 2.210. This was significant at .05 level (.0282). This 
means that when students agreed about their reasons for returning to school (coded 5), 
they rated age (coded 3), family financial problems (coded 1 ), and parental involvement 
(coded 1 ) high. These three variables contributed significantly to the variation in the 
dependent variable-students returning to school. On the other hand, when students agreed 
that there were hardship problems for dropping out of school (coded 1), peer relationships 
(coded 1) contributed significantly to the variation in the dependent variable-students 
dropping out of school. 
Summary 
This chapter presented the statistical analysis of data in regard to the hypotheses 
and the findings. The overall results indicated that peer relationships were significantly 
related to students dropping out of school. On the other hand, age, financial problems, 
and parental involvement were significantly related to students returning to school. The 
statistical procedures utilized for the data included the following: a correlation analysis, a 
t-test, an ANOVA, a factor analysis, and stepwise multiple regression analyses. The 
findings, conclusions, implications, and recommendations are presented in Chapter VI. 
CHAPTER VI 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
This study focused on the reasons for students dropping out of school and 
students returning to school. The urban school district consisted of many students who 
experienced school, home, and personal problems that impacted their schooling. As a 
result of these problems, students dropped out of school and later returned. The focus of 
this chapter was to present the major findings from the research questions and 
hypotheses, conclusions drawn from the analysis of data, implications of the findings, 
and recommendations. 
Summary of the Problem in Context 
This study was conducted to determine the extent to which selected variables of 
school, family, and personal factors contributed to students dropping out and returning to 
school as perceived by dropouts themselves. More specifically, the study examined the 
extent of the relationships in regard to the perceptions of students dropping out and 
students returning to school as impacted by school curriculum, instructional practices, 
counselor support, parental involvement, family financial problems, and peer 
relationships. Additionally, the influence of the demographic variables of marital status, 
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gender, age, and socioeconomic status on students dropping out and returning to school 
was examined. 
Review of the Research 
Empirical and conceptual literature was extensive in the area of students 
dropping out of school but limited in the area of students returning to school. A major 
problem discovered in the literature was the lack of a unified definition of the term 
dropout. Researchers and school systems defined, identified, and counted students as 
dropouts differently. Additionally, a lack of a unified monitoring system for identifying 
students when they dropped out of one system and entered another was discovered. The 
literature suggested a unified definition and monitoring system to keep track of school 
dropouts. The review of literature also suggested a need for more research-based 
prevention programs focusing on the worldview of the students beginning in middle 
school where the dropout problem starts (Blyth, 1991; Malloy, 1997; Sanders & Sanders, 
1998; Weir, 1996). Interventions such as Lang’s T have a Dream’ (Lacey, 1991); the 
interdisciplinary co-leadership model (Arons & Schwartz, 1993), and the Multicultural 
Alternative Middle School Program for At-Risk Students (Weir, 1996) promote higher 
learning experiences for students who are at risk of dropping out of school. More 
specifically, the interdisciplinary co-leadership model advocated by Aron and Schwartz 
would be a good dropout intervention, because it provided the students with social work 
interns and built a cohesive bond between the dropout prevention program and the 
college/university and the community. Additionally, the model provided valuable 
learning opportunities for the students as well as the interns, while they were providing 
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services to students. It would be excellent if the university and the urban school district 
could form a partnership similar to this alternative program. A program of this sort 
would greatly enhance the experiences of the students as well as the interns, while 
preparing all participants for productive roles in society. If this were policy, it would 
have a positive effect on the poor children in the urban school environment. 
According to research, students drop out and return to school for numerous 
reasons. Factors contributing to those reasons were identified in the literature as school, 
family, individual, peer-related, economics, and demographics (Coley, 1995; Ekstrom et 
ah, 1986; Lagana, 1998; Rumberger, 1995; Wehlage & Rutter, 1986). In order to 
alleviate these problems, research indicated that there was a need for comprehensive 
dropout prevention programs. Conrad’s (2000) Project Yes Program focusing on youth 
arts, service, and action for social change, would be an excellent project for students ages 
11-19. Students would be afforded opportunities to develop leadership, critical thinking, 
community building, and conflict resolution skills through artistic means. Other 
programs including the Massachusetts Bullying Prevention Initiative and the Liberty 
Middle School Prevention Program implemented in Ashland, Virginia utilized a variety 
of strategies to help peers build better relationships (Mullin-Rindler & Moffett, 2001). 
Theory of the Variables 
The literature review provided a theoretical framework for this study. The focus 
of this study was to examine the perceptions of students about dropping out of school and 
students returning to school as the dependent variables in relations to the independent 
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variables of school curriculum, instructional practices, peer relationships, counseling 
support, and family financial problems, while controlling for demographic variables. It 
was hypothesized that no significant relationship existed between students dropping out 
of school and peer relationships, students returning to school and age, students returning 
to school and family financial problems, and students returning to school and parental 
involvement. Theoretically, it was proposed that students dropping out of school would 
be influenced by personal factors and socioeconomic factors more than any other factors, 
and students returning to school would be influenced by age and family factors. Answers 
were sought in regard to reasons for students dropping out and returning to school 
through the use of a survey technique. 
Methodology 
To collect data for the questions and hypotheses, the methods were used as 
follows: (1) A survey entitled “Students’ Feelings About Self and School Questionnaire” 
(developed by the researcher and Dr. Ganga Persaud, 2001) was administered to school 
dropouts; (2) A correlation analysis was used to display the correlation coefficient 
variables; (3) A t-test was utilized to test for the statistical significant difference between 
the mean scores of male and female; (4) An ANOVA was used to compare the responses 
of the between-group variance and the within-group variance in regard to students 
returning to school and age; (5) A factor analysis was utilized to show the loading of the 
most inter-correlated variables; and (6) Stepwise multiple regression analyses were 
utilized to show the order of the selected independent variables on students dropping out 
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of school and on students returning to school and to show the contribution of the 
variances. Data were analyzed at the .05 level of significance. 
Findings 
The following were major findings of the study: 
1. There was a significant relationship between students dropping out of 
school and peer relationships as perceived by dropouts. The null 
hypothesis was rejected at less than .05 level of significance. 
2. There was a significant relationship between students returning to 
school and age as perceived by dropouts. The null hypothesis was 
rejected at less than .05 level of significance. 
3. There was no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and family financial problems as perceived by dropouts. The 
null hypothesis was accepted at less than .05 level of significance, 
although a negative relationship was suggested. 
4. There was no significant relationship between students returning to 
school and parental involvement as perceived by dropouts. The null 
hypothesis was accepted at less than .05 level of significance. 
The overall findings revealed that students’ negative perceptions about dropping 
out of school were significantly related to their negative feelings about the school 
curriculum, instructional practices, peer relationships, and gender (male) as indicated by 
the correlation analysis. The factor analysis data showed that dropping out of school was 
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loaded in Factor 2 with financial problems and peer relationships. The more students 
dropped out of school for negative reasons, the more they experienced financial problems 
and undesirable peer relationships. These factors were independent of all the other 
factors in the loading. However, a regression analysis revealed that undesirable peer 
relationships were directly related to students dropping out of school. Conversely, their 
feelings about returning to school were significantly related to their older age, negatively 
by family financial problems, and positively by parental involvement respectively. 
Conclusions 
Based on these hypotheses, the conclusions indicated that returning to school and 
age were highly inter-correlated. As people got older or more mature, they returned to 
school. They saw the importance and benefits of getting an education in order to pursue 
higher educational goals and ascertain better jobs or positions. Conversely, students 
dropped out of school because of financial problems and because of gender. The students 
indicated that many females had a child and had to work in order to assist with the family 
financial problems. 
The following conclusions were drawn from the findings: 
1. There is a need for the development of intervention/preventive 
measures to prevent undesirable peer relationships. 
2. There is a need for the development of intervention/preventive 
measures to assist students in completing their education with their age 
group. 
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3. There is a need for the development of intervention/preventive 
measures to improve family financial problems. 
4. There is a need for the development of intervention/ preventive 
measures to increase parental involvement. 
Implications 
The findings provided several implications for this study. The finding in regard to 
undesirable peer relationships implied that students’ peers did not value education. The 
implication was that the students in this study were associating with peers who influenced 
them negatively. Some students who dropped out were older than students in their grade 
level; other students were associating with older dropouts. The requirement of 
motherhood and the need for income were important factors that played a role in the 
decision to drop out. Peer relationships were critical to students achieving success in 
school according to Jamison (1996). 
Parental involvement and family financial problems created undue stress on 
students who were already experiencing personal problems. When there was lack of 
parental support, the students retaliated with parents and teachers, thus becoming 
behavioral problems, which led to dropping out or being expelled from school. Farmer 
and Payne (1992) concurred that lack of parental involvement contributed to school 
dropouts. Additionally, family income created problems. The implication was that when 
parents were experiencing difficulty with bills, illnesses, and other responsibilities, 
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students viewed dropping out as a means of getting a job and earning an income to assist 
with financial problems. 
Students returning to school as they got older, implied that the benefits and the 
importance of schooling were necessary. Schooling was viewed as a means of acquiring 
an education and earning an income. Altenbaugh et al. (1995) asserted that economic 
factors were important to students returning to school. Students saw the importance of 
learning in order to further their education. Several students indicated that they wanted 
to attend college. 
Recommendations 
Based on the conclusions and implications of this study, recommendations are 
made for practice, policy, and future research. For practice, schools could provide a 
more nurturing atmosphere to make students feel welcomed and loved. Teachers, 
administrators, and staff need professional development on how to recognize potential 
school dropouts and collaborate on how to develop preventive programs to meet the 
needs of the individual students. Teacher preparation programs in colleges/universities 
need to incorporate a course of study focusing on dropout prevention strategies. 
Dropout prevention programs must be developed to keep students in school for 
the completion of high school credentials. In the development of these preventive 
measures, the programs must be data-driven and research-based. Programs must be 
effectively planned and must include formative and summative evaluations designed to 
show the effectiveness of the project. Benchmarks should be built in the evaluation 
process to determine if the program is working. The prevention programs must include 
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the identification of student dropouts as well as a focus on the students who are at risk of 
dropping out of school. The prevention programs should focus on potential dropouts 
beginning in their formative years, especially, since research shows that students as early 
as third grade will eventually drop out of school. Additionally, the dropout prevention 
programs must include effective strategies of conflict resolution and problem solving 
techniques for students in formative years. These programs must be developed to meet 
the needs of the individual student. Programs such as mentoring, service learning, family 
involvement, and professional development would have an impact on the family, school, 
and personal development of all involved in the learning process of the student. 
Consistent policies on violence and bullying among peers must be developed on 
national, state, and local levels. Additionally, policies in regard to grade retention must 
be developed, so students can remain with age groups. These policies must be 
implemented in the school systems to prevent undesirable peer relationships and to 
enhance students’ self esteem. 
Further research on school dropout with a focus on bullying and violence 
prevention among peers is recommended. Many of the participants in this study indicated 
that they were harassed by their peers or that they followed the crowd, which led them 
down the wrong path at an early stage in life. Additionally, future research should focus 
on the influence of peer groups on students dropping out in special education programs, 
because there is limited research in the area. There is also limited research on students 
who return to school to obtain a GED. A standardized monitoring system needs to be 
developed to discover the numbers and percentages of students ascertaining a GED. 
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Dropout Prevention/Reclamation Model 
An effective model for dropout prevention would be based on a unified definition 
of school dropout, the use of technology to identify students who drop out of one school 
system and enter another, the use of counselors, teachers, and peer tutors to influence 
students positively. The focus of the dropout prevention/reclamation model would be on 
students who fit the profile of dropouts who exhibit excessive absenteeism, class cutting, 
academic failure, and behavioral/disciplinary, criminal, and pregnancy problems. A 
program that focuses on preventing students from dropping out and reclaiming students 
who have dropped out is vital to the success of the student, the school and the 
community'. The dropout prevention/reclamation model displayed in Figure 2 was 
designed following Valentine's (1991) strategic planning model. 
As depicted in Figure 2, the dropout prevention/reclamation model includes 
several components. A dropout prevention/reclamation advisory council is developed as 
the core group of the process. The advisory council consists of representatives from local 
schools, the community, businesses, colleges/universities, State Department of Education, 
local school systems, parents, and students. The following procedure will be utilized in 
selecting individuals to participate on the Dropout Prevention/Reclamation Advisory 
Council: (1) A list of the population will be requested from each group leader and/or 
organization. (2) After receiving the lists, individuals will be randomly selected to 
participate as members of the advisory council. (3) Random selection will be conducted 
by counting every third person listed. (4) A letter of request will be sent to each 
randomly selected individual followed by a telephone call. 
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Plan sent to state 
and local boards 
of education 
Advisory Council May: 
, , 1. Accept as is 
]fAccePted 2. Reject If Rejected 
3. Revise with modifications 
i 
Revise and submit 
to Advisory Council 
Plan Stops 
Figure 2: Dropout Prevention/Reclamation Model Process 
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First, the advisory council is formed based on the responses received. The main 
responsibility of the advisory council is to create a plan for implementation. The plan is 
developed with the assistance of an expert consultant at a retreat. Problem-solving 
techniques are utilized to build consensus among the advisory council members in the 
development of a vision, a mission, the goals, the objectives and a unified definition of 
school dropout. Members of the following teams and sub-councils consist of teacher, 
parent, and student representatives. Secondly, an action team is developed at the local 
school site after the retreat. The members receive training from the advisory council on 
consensus building, while focusing on the vision and the operations of the plan. Thirdly, 
the action team members train the sub-councils to develop strategies for meeting the goals 
and objectives and to formulate a budget, a timeline, human resources, and evaluations. 
Fourthly, the sub-councils present the plan to the action team for review. Lastly, the 
action team presents the plan to the advisory council for acceptance, rejection, or revision 
with modification. If the plan is accepted, the advisory council recommends it to the state 
and local boards of education for implementation. If rejected, the plan stops; if accepted 
with modification, the plan must be revised and resubmitted to the advisory council. 
This plan will be marketed to the state by utilizing the following procedure: 
a letter will be sent to the state, explaining the vision, mission, goals, objectives, and a 
unified definition of school dropout. The letter will also indicate a need for dropout 
prevention based on dropout data from the state and city school system. Additionally, the 
letter will request permission for adoption and implementation of the model. 
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In Figure 3, the elements of the management model and the responsibilities of the 
groups are displayed. The dropout prevention/reclamation advisory council oversees the 
implementation process. Members of the advisory council include the administrator, two 
teachers, two community leaders, one school system representative, one state level 
representative, one college/university professor, one city official, one parent, and one 
student. A retreat is held with an expert consultant on dropout prevention for consensus 
building. The vision, the mission, goals, and objectives, and a unified definition of 
school dropout are developed by the advisory council. After the retreat, sub-councils are 
developed to work on strategies for implementing the goals and objectives. The 
strategies include budgeting, timelines, and human resources. The sub-councils consist 
of teacher, staff, parent, and student representatives composing the following committees: 
(1) Budgeting (funding from grants and corporations); (2) Educational Program/ 
Technology (instructional resources, teachers, potential dropouts, evaluations- needs 
assessment, formative/summative); (3) Professional Development (expert consultants and 
researchers), (4) Partnerships (colleges/universities, businesses, community); (5) Job 
Training (businesses, community leaders); (6) Counseling Support (consistent counseling 
and monitoring system; peer counseling, mentoring, tutoring; interdisciplinary teams; 
health and family support services); and (7) Parental involvement (P.T.A.). The model is 
submitted to the advisory council for approval. The components of the sub-committees 
are displayed in Figure 4. Interdisciplinary teams of counselors, psychologists, reading 
specialists, teachers, students, and parents work as a cohesive team to accomplish goals 
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Figure 4. Dropout Prevention/Reclamation Components Model 
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and objectives established for the prevention program. Special tutoring programs with an 
emphasis on the arts, reading, and mathematics provide potential dropouts with extra 
help, care, and support. Collaborative learning-peer tutoring/peer counseling/peer 
mentoring is included to assist in the development of positive peer socialization patterns. 
An educational program, including technology and special resources designed to meet the 
needs of the student, is utilized. Partnerships with colleges/universities and corporations 
afford potential dropouts opportunities to remain in school. This intervention affords 
college/graduate students an opportunity to increase experiences, while providing service 
to the school and to the community. Community health and family support services 
would be included in this program to assist with teen pregnancy, emotional problems, 
various illnesses, and family financial problems. 
Extensive and effective professional development, including follow-up 
monitoring, would be a major part of this dropout prevention program. Collaboration 
with researchers and an update of current research and theory on school dropout serve as 
the foundation of the dropout prevention program. Collaboration with parents, P.T.A., 
community, and businesses in building partnerships for job training programs and in 
ascertaining funds for the prevention program is an asset to this intervention. Internal 
evaluations are conducted to determine if the program is working and if modifications 
need to be made. A summative evaluation is conducted at the end of the school year to 
determine the effectiveness of the program. A program of this sort would greatly enrich 
the lives of students as well as other persons involved, and, thus, prepare students for 
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society. This model is consistent with research-based strategies for supporting potential 
high school dropouts. 
This model might be practical for some school systems but not for others because 
it is based on a bureaucratic model, and teachers might feel that they are not a part of the 
plan. Although this model is recommended, the state and school system are 
bureaucracies. Hence, an alternative model (i.e. a "bottom-up model”) involving teachers 
in the local schools might be more viable. Since teachers have limited power in 
developing and implementing plans on the state and school system levels, collaborative 
teamwork would afford opportunities for teachers to play a role in effecting change 
among peers in the classroom. Because peer relationships impacted students' decisions to 
drop out of school more than any other factors in this study, the classroom would be the 
best place to start. Classroom teachers can work collaboratively to project positive and 
caring attitudes that will help to prevent sarcasm among students and build self-esteem in 
students. Teachers can encourage students to show respect for each other through 
character building and conflict resolution exercises. These exercises can be accomplished 
through various projects, theme units, and role-playing activities in the classroom. 
Teachers must show that they care by being role models and by focusing on the needs of 
students. Additionally, teachers and counselors must work collaboratively in meeting the 
personal needs of students and invite parents to participate in the students' schooling 
experiences. 
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Given the dropout prevention/reclamation model as well as the suggested 
alternative model, it is hoped that schools foster collaboration among family, home, and 
community to build positive relationships and create effective learning environments. 
Students need the support of a nurturing, caring, and loving school environment in order 
to be successful learners. When the needs of the students are met through these 
innovative dropout prevention programs, the dropout rate should decrease, affording 
society more productive learners, workers, and citizens. 
Appendix A 
FACTORS AFFECTING SCHOOL DROPOUT: 
A MODEL FOR PREVENTION PLANNING 
Thursday, April 19, 2001, 5.30 p.m. Educational Institution 
Interviewed three students - SAMPLE 
1 female - 26 years old 
2 males - Both 20 years old 
INTERVIEW 
1. Why did you drop out of school? 
Male 1 : "Getting in trouble in school; I was running around; leave at the second 
period, so I just stopped going." 
Male 2: "I didn't drop out; I was thrown out. What happened with me was you 
know I guess I was like going back and forth to school, but I really wasn't 
into it or what not. One day something happened and I ended up leaving 
school with handcuffs on and I never went back." 
Female: "The reason why I dropped out, I dropped out in my junior year because I 
was pregnant; and by me being pregnant, it was like going to the doctor so 
I dropped out." 
2. Was there anything that you could think of that might have caused you to stay 
in school? 
Male 1 : "Ah, well, I was going to school and getting in trouble but I wish I didn't." 
Male 2: "I never really wanted to leave school because it taught me a lot of things. 
You know, my main goal in life was to be a psychologist. It really wasn't, 
you know, me not wanting to go back or me just leaving because I went to 
night school. I tried that but it wasn't chilling, and the only reason I'm here 
now is because I want to at least get half way to straightening my life back 
to the way it was and everything. It's hard." 
Female: "Okay, I really didn't want to drop out of school, because for one I wanted 
to walk down that aisle with my sister; and I wanted to be something. I 
need to get my GED. 
3. What grade were you when you dropped out of school? 
Male 1 : "Ninth grade" 
Male 2: "Ninth grade" 
Female: "Eleventh grade" 
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4. What were the courses like? Did you like any of the courses, the teachers? 
Male 1 : "Yes" 
Male 2: "No" 
Female: "Yes" 
5. What was the course that you least liked? 
Male 1 : "Math" 
Male 2: "Math" 
Female: "Math" 
6. Math for all three of you? Are there any reasons why? 
Male 2: "It was boring. I mean if you are going to teach something, you just can't 
write up a problem on the board and expect everybody to know it; because 
we all have different minds. I mean out of twelve at least three might 
know what’s going on. Hey get their little books and everybody else be 
lagging behind. 
Male 1 : "I did not like math because it was boring." 
Male 2: "My math class was the middle of the day and I just wanted to go to sleep. 
The last thing running through my mind was what pie is and all that." 
Female: "The reason I didn't like math is because when the teacher explained 
something, it was like algebra and I had to really work on it like long 
algebra." 
7. Were any of you in a computer class? 
All answered: "I have." In reading? You mentioned math. "Yes." All three? "Yes." 
8. Do you think those courses prepared you for real life situations or not? "Yes." 
9. Were your grades ok? Your grades fair? Do you think the teachers were fair? 
All answered - "They could have been better." 
10. Were you ever retained in any grades? You didn't mention that. Repeated a 
grade? 
Male 1 : "Yea, I did. Like I said, I might go to school for two periods and see my 
boys, some of my friends and we might just take off and don't come back 
till the next day and do the same thing." 
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Male 2: "Ah, I had to go through, believe it or not kindergarten. That was the 
weird thing but when I was like in the eighth grade, I was skipped so it 
really didn't seem like it. I can say yea and nay." 
Female: "No." 
11. What was your relationship like with the teachers? 
Male 1 : "Mine, we weren't close but we were alright.” 
Female: "I was close to my teachers." 
Male 2: "No." 
12. Do you feel that any of your staff members or any of the teachers helped to 
encourage you to go on to stay in school and to go further, to further your 
education? 
Female: "My counselor did." 
Male 2: "My R.O.T.C. instructor did. He was pretty cool. I take that back because 
I did enjoy R.O.T.C. and Band when I was in the ninth grade." 
Male 1 : "My coach did." 
13. Were there any extra-curricular activities or any school-sponsored activities in 
which you participated, like the Band, the Chorus or some others? 
Male 2: "R.O.T.C. and Band." 
Female: "R.O.T.C. and basketball." 
Male 1 : "Well, I used to play football, but I ran a lot of track." 
14. If you could go back to school, what would you do? 
Male 2: "I would go all the way back to ninth grade, starting from the beginning." 
Male 1 : "I would do the same thing, starting all over." 
Female: "I would go back to my junior year, starting from where I left off." 
15. If you could give some advice to your high school teacher on helping a student, 
what would you say? Helping the student to stay in school or helping the 
student to do well, what would you say? 
Male 1 : "I would tell them that I need some help trying to graduate. I want to 
graduate." 
"You can't have a teacher-student relationship in school, because there's a 
lot of cats that's not really feeling that urgency. You just can't have a piece 
of chalk and a chalkboard and expect to teach, you know, a bunch of kids 
Male 2: 
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anything with that. You've got to at least liven it up a little bit, you know, 
make them laugh. Bring them some candy, something." 
Female: "I would tell the teachers to tell the students to do their very best." 
16. These questions may be too personal, so you may answer them if you wish or 
not. Some of you mentioned that you have been in trouble with the law. What 
about alcohol or drugs or anything? 
Male 2: "I stayed sweet. I did not like to come to school sober. I mean that's how I 
passed my grades. I passed history with an A+. Every single day, you 
know, not every day, but you know, the majority of the time that I went to 
my first period class in ninth grade my eyes were dead red." 
Male 1 : "Well, that's how I got into trouble. Like he said, I was doing the same 
thing going to school and stuff." 
Female: "I was a good girl. My parents always talked to me, so I've never been 
involved in drugs; but I was involved with a couple of white girls smoking 
a cigarette. That was the only thing I've ever been involved with." 
17. Were you living at home when all of this occurred about leaving school? Were 
you living at home with your parents? 
Female: "I was living at home." 
Male 2: “I was at home." 
Male 1 : "I moved out when I was fourteen. Me and my brother had an apartment, 
so we were doing our own thing." 
18. What was the relationship like with your parents then? 
Male 1: "It was fine. It was just when my brother got his apartment, he had two 
bedrooms, so I moved in with him. Like I said, when I was fourteen and 
my brothers and sisters were living with my mama and daddy." 
Male 2: "Alright, first of all I never really seen my mom that much. I was living in 
the same house. She had two jobs and what not. I only seen her on one 
day, but on that day I'm out and about, so we really didn't have no 
confrontation." 
Female: "Me and my mom were like best friends, so it was like me and my dad 
were always arguing about my grades and having boy friends come over to 
my house." 
19. Did any of you work during the school year? All answered - "No." 
20. How were your grades? Did you do okay with your grades? 
Male 1 : "Well, mine, I got mad because mine were looking bad." 
108 
21. Did you have a good relationship with your peers? I heard you mention 
something about your friends. 
Female: "Oh, not me. There was a problem where me and this girl had a lot of 
problems. So we got into an argument one day. She was right and I was 
right. She called me out of my name one day, and we got into a fight. We 
got suspended. She got five days suspension and I got ten days and I 
thought that was not fair." 
Male 2: "There was this dude; I think his name was like Benjamin or something in 
the math class, and I sat at the head of the class and he sat at the back. 
Male 1 : 
And they were throwing peanuts at me. So I couldn't take it no more. I 
jumped up and threw a table at them. I ended up having to leave school. I 
got expelled. I'm a very nice person." 
"Well, me. Like he say I don't mess with nobody. I don't mess with 
nobody, and I don't like to get into a fight unless I got to. And somebody 
came up to me and thought I was just a little kid cause I go to school, do 
my thing, and take off. I wasn't studying nobody." 
22. None of you got married while you were in school? 
Female: "I was really very wild in high school and I wasn't ready and stuff. And he 
just wanted to be there doing an excuse a whole lot for my family and my 
brother. I got tired of it, so I got married like a nut at end of my junior 
year." 
23. Now that you are enrolled in this GED program, tell me what motivated you to 
come back? What caused you to return to an educational institution? 
Male 1 : "Well, the way it was looking in my neighborhood, everybody in the 
neighborhood didn't graduate. So it was on top of the hill; the police rode 
through every day. And I say I need me some money in my pocket, so I 
want me a good job so I can go home, take me a shower, and just lay down 
without being disturbed." 
Male 2: "My fiancee wants me to do it, and my mom wants me to do it; but like I 
told them I'm not doing it for y'all; I'm doing it for myself cause y'all don't 
sign my paycheck." 
Female: "The reason why I want my GED because the job I have for ten years is 
not paying much and I want something that pays more like ten dollars and 
up. And like I said when my son gets older, he is going to look at me and 
say, 'Mommy what is this?' and I can explain it to him; and that's why I'm 
here. I also want to go to college." 
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24. Based on the things that you have learned since you have been out of school 
now, do you think you made the right decision about coming back and deciding 
to get your education at this point? 
Female: "I have." 
Male 2: "I have to be straight with you. I work for a contractor and you know, I 
work two days, three days out of a week and I come here two days. And 
I'm here for like a whole day and it's hard. It's almost like adding more 
pressure on more pressure on more pressure, but I gotta keep moving, but 
it's not what I thought it would be." 
Male 1 : "Well, the reason it's hard for me cause like I said I ain’t never stayed in 
school this long period and I got to do it now. So I got to stay in here and 
try to get my GED." 
25. You mentioned work. You're working now. What is your salary range? See I 
have a little estimate here. You don't have to tell me what it is. You don't have 
to answer that on the tape. You may write it down. This will help me in 
putting information on my survey. This interview survey has a range of less 
than $100 a month or from $200 to $500 or $300 to $ 600 or your range may not 
even be on it, so if you wish to write it on there, that's fine. 
26. If you have any comments or anything you would like to say that I have not 
covered in this interview, please do so now regarding students dropping out of 
school, students coming back to school, or anything that you would like to say 
to encourage other students to stay in school, because I want to develop my 
model based on this survey once I complete it. 
Female: "Yes, I would tell the students it's no more fun in school; its no fun like 
high school. I was set up and I was fed up; it's not worth it dropping out of 
school. I came out of school with a 2.4." 
Male 2: "That's what most of the young ones' downfall is fun, you know. Listening 
to music, smoking weeds all day, thinking that's all groovy and what not; 
but it doesn't work for everybody, not everybody is going to be the next 
Tupac or all that stuff. It's like, you know, everybody's going to school 
thinking it's some type of fashion show you know and all that stuff, but 
they need to really start paying more attention to the lessons and stuff. 
You know, like I said, I'm a carpenter and math is really g - griding me 
out. You have to know what you are doing using the metric system with 
that type of job or what not, but it's not a learn as you go type thing. You 
gotta know what you're doing and it's like everything that they teach you in 
high school, it's gonna end up being somewhere around in the outside 
world because whether you know it or not, you know, everything that you 
do in school is gonna come back on you. It doesn't necessarily have to be 
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like what chemicals make salt and all that stuff. I don't think carpenters 
ever had a bunch of stuff like that question. You know as for general 
knowledge and stuff that they teach in school; that's the real reason it'll 
help you out later on in life." 
27. Would you encourage students to read more? You mentioned that about 
reading and writing. 
Male 2: "Yes, I write. I write beautiful speeches and poems and all that. I'm taking 
a writing class now and I didn't know where to put a semicolon until like 
now. So everything I'm learning here, like my fiancee gets me. She tells 
me to go ahead and take the test. I'm like I don't think I'll be able to pass 
the test if I do it. So, you know, everything I mean how are you going to 
read to your child if you can't read? It goes deeper than that so I mean any 
advice I would have to tell some kids is to stay in school and don't let me 
catch you outside." 
28. You were saying some problems? 
Male 2: "Yes, everybody who leaves school has separate reasons, like all three of 
us have separate reasons. You know not getting a high school or what not, 
but I mean it just stems from like my partner over here. He had to 
maintain a cheap, and she had to raise a family, and me, I was just an 
innocent bystander. Everybody has separate reasons for not being in 
school and most of it stems from peer pressure, just hanging out. As far as 
me like leaving school, I went to three separate schools. When I was 
going to one school, my homeboy used to knock on my door early in the 
morning with packs of Black and Nile talking about you don't need to go 
to school; I can find something, so we can sit back and chill. But to be 
honest with you, most of the time I wanted to go to school but it stems 
from anywhere from your homeboys coming over wanting to smoke Black 
and Nile to someone wanting to kick your blank. It goes from all the way 
to that. Now days I'm gonna be honest with you. They don't have school 
fights anymore; they go and shoot up the school. And by the time my 
child gets up to high school, I don't want to have to worry about if 
somebody wants to run around and shoot people and stuff like that. You 
know what I mean because metal detectors do not work off the top. That 
would make somebody not want to go to school if they have to deal with 
somebody shooting up every day." 
Appendix B 
Dear Adult Learner: 
I am a doctoral student currently enrolled at Clark Atlanta University in the 
Department of Educational Leadership. My dissertation research entitled “Factors 
Affecting School Dropout: A Model for Prevention Planning” focuses on the 
perceptions of students regarding school, family, and personal factors that contribute 
to student dropout as well as motivational factors that cause students to return to an 
educational institution. 
In an effort to develop a model to prevent students from dropping out of school, I 
would like for you to participate in this study by completing the enclosed 
questionnaire. Part I of the questionnaire deals with your feelings about self and 
school, and Part II is concerned with your personal background. Your input will be 
of vital importance to this research study. Please do not put your name on any of the 
enclosed materials. 
Let me assure you that your responses will be kept in the strictest confidence. The 
research is only interested in group data and not individual data from a specific 
educational institution. 
I will appreciate it if you will please complete and return the questionnaire prior to 
May 30, 2001. When the study is completed, you may request a copy of the results. 
Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Sarah N. Gray 
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Students’ Feelings About Self And School Questionnaire 
This questionnaire consists of statements regarding your perceptions of school, family, and 
personal factors that contribute to student dropout as well as motivational factors that cause 
students to return to an educational institution. Please read each statement carefully and 
circle the letter(s) on each line. The answers you provide will be kept confidential. Thank 
you. 
SA = Strongly Agree 
A = Agree 
U = Undecided or Unknown 
D = Disagree 
SD = Strongly Disagree 
When I was in school, 
1. the courses prepared me for employment. SA A U D SD 
2. the courses were related to real life situations. SA A U D SD 
3. the textbooks were easy to follow. SA A U D SD 
4. the reading courses were boring. SA A U D SD 
5. the English courses were interesting SA A U D SD 
6. Math was related to the practical world. SA A U D SD 
7. the computer courses prepared me for a job. SA A U D SD 
8. I obtained mostly A and B grades in reading. SA A U D SD 
9. I obtained mostly A and B grades in math. SA A U D SD 
10. I had discipline problems most of the times with 
teachers or administrators 
SA A U D SD 
When I was in school, teachers, 
11. explained lessons in ways I could understand. SA A U D SD 
12. related the lessons to my every day experiences. SA A U D SD 
13. inspired me to learn. SA A U D SD 
14. gave me assignments that were boring. SA A U D SD 
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15. blamed me for not completing my work. SA A U D SD 
16. did not appreciate my efforts, even though I tried 
hard. 
SA A U D SD 
17. were like friends to me. SA A U D SD 
18. showed respect for me. SA A U D SD 
19. provided me with extra help when I needed it. SA A U D SD 
20. were fair with me. SA A U D SD 
21. listened to my side of a problem with others. SA A U D SD 
22. picked on me. SA A U D SD 
23. made life difficult for me. SA A U D SD 
When I was in regular school, counselor(s) 
24. had a monitoring system to keep up with me. SA A U D SD 
25. provided a mentor to help me with problems. SA A U D SD 
26. helped me with my school work. SA A U D SD 
27. helped me with my personal problems. SA A U D SD 
28. helped me when I had problems with teachers. SA A U D SD 
29. helped me when I had problems with other students. SA A U D SD 
30. provided me with career guidance. SA A U D SD 
When I was in regular school, my parents 
31. helped me to succeed in school. SA A U D SD 
32. attended school conferences with me. SA A U D SD 
33. volunteered in school. SA A U D SD 
34. discussed my educational plans with me. SA A U D SD 
35. supported my choice of educational goals. SA A U D SD 
36. read books from the library. SA A U D SD 
37. provided many educational materials. SA A U D SD 
38. read books to me when I was growing up. SA A U D SD 
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39. took me to the museum as I was growing up. SA A U D SD 
40. involved me when they were making decisions. SA A U D SD 
41. made plans with me as a family. SA A U D SD 
When I was in regular school, my family 
42. quarreled a lot. SA A U D SD 
43. were separated or divorced. SA A U D SD 
44. had financial problems in the home. SA A U D SD 
45. had an influence on my quitting school. SA A U D SD 
46. made home life difficult for me. SA A U D SD 
When I was in school, 
47. other students made fun of me. SA A U D SD 
48. other students and I got into fights. SA A U D SD 
49. other students got me in trouble with the law. SA A U D SD 
50. other students made me behave badly. SA A U D SD 
51. my boyfriend or girlfriend influenced me to quit 
school. 
SA A U D SD 
52. other students got along with me. SA A U D SD 
53. my friends were dropping out of school. SA A U D SD 
54. my friends influenced me to drop out of school. SA A U D SD 
55. I cut class with my friends. SA A U D SD 
56. I did not have clothes like my peers. SA A U D SD 
I quit school, because 
57. classes were too hard for me to keep up. SA A U D SD 
58. I got married. SA A U D SD 
59. I had no help with my child. SA A U D SD 
60. I had to support a family. SA A U D SD 
61. my spouse was not working. SA A U D SD 
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62. my job hours were in conflict with school hours. SA A U D SD 
63. I was in a gang. SA A U D SD 
64. I had to feed my child. SA A U D SD 
65. I was in trouble with the law. SA A U D SD 
66. I drank alcohol and/or used other drugs. SA A U D SD 
67. I was expelled. SA A U D SD 
I decided to return to school, because I wanted to 
68. improve my learning skills. SA A U D SD 
69. satisfy myself. SA A U D SD 
70. improve my self-esteem. SA A U D SD 
71. join the military. SA A U D SD 
72. make more money on my job. SA A U D SD 
73. support my family. SA A U D SD 
74. please my parents. SA A U D SD 
75. earn my GED. SA A U D SD 
76. earn my GED to get a better job. SA A U D SD 
77. earn my GED so I could go to technical school. SA A U D SD 
78. earn my GED so I could go to college. SA A U D SD 
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DEMOGRAPHICS 
The following questions are concerned with your background. Please remember that the 
answers you provide will be kept strictly confidential. Please check one. 




80. What is your gender? 
Male 
 Female 
81. What is your age? 
 18-19 
 20-21 
 22 - 23 
 24 - 25 
 26 - 27 
 28 - above 







83. What is your estimated income? 
Less than $18,000 
 Between $18,000 and $29,000 
Between $30,000 and $41,000 
 Between $42,000 and $52,000 
Greater than $53,000 
Appendix C 
Students’ Feelings About Self and School Questionnaire 
Item to Scale Correlation and Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient 
for Student Dropout and Return to School 
Items Scales 
School Curriculum: 
When I was in School, 
Scale 1 
Items 1-9 
1. The courses prepared me for employment. .7476** 
2. The courses were related to real-life situations. .7111** 
3. The textbooks were easy to follow. .5912** 
4. The reading courses were boring. .3234** 
5. The English courses were interesting. .5845** 
6. Math was related to the practical world. .6227** 
7. The computer courses prepared me for a job. .6029** 
8. 1 obtained mostly A and B grades in reading. .5237** 
9. I obtained mostly A and B grades in math. .4944** 
10. I had discipline problems most of the times with 
teachers or administrators. 
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient = .7027 
Instructional practices: 
When I was in school, teachers 
Scale 2 
Items 11-23 
11. explained lessons in ways I could understand. .6419** 
12. related the lessons to my every day experiences. .5543** 
13. inspired me to learn. .6954** 
Note: Items 10,60, and 64 were deleted because of low correlation 
coefficients below .3. 
Gray, Sarah, & Persaud, Ganga. Students’ Feelings About Self and School 
Questionnaire, CAU 




14. gave me assignments that were boring. .4395** 
15. blamed me for not completing my work .4081** 
16. did not appreciate my efforts, even though I tried hard. .5674** 
17. were like friends to me. .6356** 
18. showed respect for me. .7187** 
19. provided me with extra help when I needed it. .6674** 
20. were fair with me. .7627** 
21. listened to my side of a problem with others. .6528** 
22. picked on me. .4577** 
23. made life difficult for me in school. .5689** 
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient = .8530 
Counselor Support: 
When I was in school, counselor(s) 
Scale 3 
Items 24 - 30 
24. had a monitoring system to keep up with me. .6249** 
25. provided a mentor to help me with problems. .7477** 
26. helped me with my school work. .7606** 
27. helped me with my personal problems. .8414** 
28. helped me when I had problems with teachers. .8585** 
29. helped me when I had problems with other students. .8036** 
30. provided me with career guidance. .7626** 
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient = .8765 
ill! 
Parental Involvement: 
When I was in regular school, my parents 
Scale 4 
Items 31 - 41 
31. helped me to succeed in school. .7655** 
32. attended school conferences with me. .7869** 
33. volunteered in school. .7179** 
34. discussed my educational plans with me. .8016** 
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35. supported my choice of educational goals. .7571** 
36. read books from the library. .7120** 
37. provided many educational materials. .7755** 
38. read books to me when I was growing up. .7989** 
39. took me to the museum as I was growing up. .7498** 
40. involved me when they were making decision. .7795** 
41. made plans with me as a family. .6954** 
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient = 9.334 
x*xvx,x-x,x,x*:-x4x‘x,x-x-x-x‘x-x<vx;x'x"x,x;x*x-x<-:jx'x-x'xx-x,x-x4x-:vx-x;:'x-xvxvxvxvxvx,xv:,x,x\\vxvxyx;xvxvx,xv:;xvx4x4x:x;x\\,x liiliiilliliillll . - Hill iill III.. 
Family Financial Problems: 
When I was in school, my family 
Scale 5 
Items 42 - 46 
42. quarreled a lot. .5800** 
43. were separated or divorced. .5811** 
44. had financial problems in the home. .6702** 
45. had an influence on my quitting school. .7082** 
46. made home life difficult for me. .7686** 
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient = .6567 
• 
Peer Relationships: 
When I was in school, 
Scale 6 
Items 47 - 56 
47. other students made fun of me. .5511** 
48. other students and I got into fights. .6008** 
49. other students got me in trouble with the law. .6410** 
50. other students made me behave badly. .6049** 
51. my boyfriend or girlfriend influenced me to quit 
school. 
.5119** 
52. other students got along with me. .3238** 
53. my friends were dropping out of school. .4963** 
54. my friends influenced me to drop out of school. .6499** 
55. I cut class with my friends. .6021** 
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56. I did not have clothes like my peers. .5156** 
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient = .7189 
Dropped out of school: 




57. classes were too hard for me to keep up. .5853** 
58. I got married. -.4742** 
59. I had no help with my child. .5776** 
60. I had to support a family. 
vWX-Xtt-X^X^ppXpX-WX 
61. my spouse was not working. .6233** 
62. my job hours were in conflict with school hours. .6378** 
63. I was in a gang. .7213** 
64. I had to feed my child. 
65. I was in trouble with the law. .6880** 
66. I drank alcohol and/or used other drugs. .6348** 
67. I was expelled. .5332** 
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient = .6190 
f'r'v ' v s s ‘«,.r%'Vs-\£ 
Returned to school: 
I decided to return to school, because I wanted to 
Scale 8 
Items 68 - 78 
68. improve my learning skills. .6992** 
69. satisfy myself. .6905** 
70. improve my self esteem. .6322** 
71. join the military. .3267** 
72. make more money on my job. .6366** 
73. support my family. .6141** 
74. please my parents. .6072** 
75. earn my GED. .7952** 
76. earn my GED to get a better job. .8327** 
77. earn my GED so I could go to technical school. .7184** 
78. earn my GED so I could go to college. .7255** 
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient = .8763 
Appendix D 
Dear Madam: 
I am a doctoral student currently pursuing an Ed.D. degree in administration and 
supervision at Clark Atlanta University. I am also employed as a Reading Specialist 
in the Atlanta Public School System. My research prospectus, “Factors Affecting 
School Dropouts: A Model for Prevention Planning,” has received approval from 
the Department of Educational Leadership at Clark Atlanta University. 
My research involves students who have dropped out of high school but who have 
returned to an educational institution to complete their education. Their perceptions 
about why they dropped out of school and what motivated them to return to an 
educational institution would be beneficial to the development of a model to prevent 
students from dropping out of school. 
I would like your permission to conduct this research in the community schools for 
adult learners. The confidentiality of the students and the institutions will be 
preserved. When the study is completed, a copy of the results will be submitted to 
you. 
Your cooperation in this matter is appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Sarah N. Gray 
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Dear Sir or Madam: 
I am a doctoral student currently pursuing an Ed.D. degree in administration and 
supervision at Clark Atlanta University. I am also employed as a Reading Specialist 
in the Atlanta Public School System. I have written a prospectus entitled, "Factors 
Affecting School Dropouts: A Model for Prevention Planning," and it has received 
approval from the department of Educational Leadership at Clark Atlanta University. 
My research involves students who have dropped out of high school but who have 
returned to an educational institution to complete their education. Their perceptions 
about why they dropped out of school and what motivated them to return to an 
educational institution would be beneficial to the development of a model to prevent 
students from dropping out of school. 
I would like for the students at your institution to participate in the survey that will 
be conducted. Their responses will be kept in the strictest confidence. The research 
is only interested in group data and not individual data from a specific educational 
institution. When the study is completed, you may request a copy of the results. 
Your cooperation in this matter is appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Sarah N. Gray 
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